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SECTION  I 


INTRODUCTION 


This  report  covers  the  Airport's  response  to  comments  on  Master  Plan  Working 
Paper  A.     It  also  includes  an  addendum  to  the  Working  Paper. 

Over  200  copies  of  Working  Paper  A  were  distributed  to  the  Airport's  staff  and 
tenants,  local,  state,  federal  governments  and  agencies,  and  the  public  for 
their  review  and  comments.  All  written  and  verbal  comments  received  are 
reproduced  herein  with  appropriate  responses. 

Comments  were  received  on  the  Master  Plan's  objective,  scope  and  process,  and 
the  affect  of  the  plan  on  Airport  noise.  These  concerns  warrant  a  general 
response  even  though  detailed  responses  follow  in  Sections  II  and  III. 

The  objective  of  the  Master  Plan  is  stated  on  Page  1.1  of  Working  Paper  A: 
"The  primary  objective  of  this  Master  Plan  is  to  provide  the  basis  for 
implementing  changes  in  the  use  of  all  Airport  owned  lands  and  facilities  to 
improve  the  efficiency  and  cost  effectiveness  of  Airport  operations".  It  is 
basically  an  Airport  Land  Use  Plan  that  can  be  realistically  implemented. 

The  scope  of  this  study  is  to  plan  the  Airport's  facility  requirements  to 
satisfy  the  short  and  long  term  aviation  demand.  In  doing  so,  it  considers 
the  concerns  and  requirements  of  the  travelling  public,  airport  tenants, 
neighboring  communities  and  others  affected  by  the  Airport's  operations.  As 
a  land  use  master  plan  it  will  address  and  coordinate  with  other  associated 
airport  plans,  studies  and  efforts  in  accordance  with  the  Airports 
Commission's  policies.  Thus,  it  is  not  an  airspace  study,  noise  mitigation, 
or  regional  airport  plan. 

The  plan  process  is  accomplished  through  a  series  of  building  block  working 
papers  leading  up  to  a  final  Master  Plan  and  corresponding  Environmental 
Impact  Report.  The  first  working  paper.  Working  Paper  A,  primarily  covered 
three  areas:  a  comprehensive  inventory  of  all  plans  affecting  the  Airport,  an 
inventory  of  the  physical  plant  and  facilities,  and  a  forecast  of  aviation 
demand.  In  other  words,  what  the  Airport  has  to  work  with  and  what  it  has  to 
responsibly  plan  for  in  the  future.  Working  Paper  B  addresses  what  facilities 
will  be  needed  to  satisfy  that  demand,  and  how  they  will  be  developed 
considering  the  highest  and  best  use  of  land  and  the  economics  of  that 
development.  Working  Paper  C  will  be  a  draft  Master  Plan  embellishing  upon 
the  two  previous  papers  and  the  preferred  planned  development  of  the  Airport. 
Working  Paper  C  will  be  the  basis  for  the  Final  Master  Plan.  In  accordance 
with  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  an  Environmental  Impact  Report 
will  be  produced  and  processed  along  with  the  Master  Plan. 

It  is  important  to  note,  as  evidenced  in  the  preparation  of  Working  Paper  A, 
that  throughout  the  development  of  this  plan,  the  Airports  Commission  will 
consider  input  from  all  entities  and  individuals  interested  and  affected  by 
this  plan. 
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With  regard  to  the  comments  on  noise  impacts,  the  Master  Plan  EIR  will  address 
these  as  well  as  other  impacts  as  mandated  by  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  A.ct.  The  Airport's  new  noise  abatement  regulation,  unanimously 
adopted  by  the  Airports  Commission  on  January  22  ,  1988  ,  reflects  the 
Commission's  continuing  efforts  and  policy  to  mitigate  Airport  related  noise 
impacts  on  neighboring  communities.  This  effort  and  study,  although 
accomplished  independently  from  the  Master  Plan,  will  be  addressed  and 
coordinated  with  the  Master  Plan  and  the  Environmental  Impact  Report. 
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SECTION  II 


WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

All  written  comments  received  on  Master  Plan  Working  Paper  A  have  been 
thoroughly  reviewed  and  are  included  herein.  This  section  includes  responses 
to  the  following: 

A.  CITIES  &  COUNTIES 

B.  AIRLINES 

C.  STATE  AGENCIES 

D.  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 

E.  PUBLIC  /  OTHERS 
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CITIES  AND  COUNTIES 
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V  CALIFORNIA  J 

August  12,  1987 


CITY  OF  BRISBANE 

44  Visltacion  Avenue 
Brisbane,  California  94005 
(415)  467-1515 


Mr.  John  Costas 
P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 


Re:  Airport  Master  Plan  -  Working  Paper  "A" 


Dear  Mr.  Costas: 


Thank  you  very  much  for  providing  the  City  of  Brisbane  with  the  opportunity  to 
review  and  comment  on  Working  Paper  "A". 

1.0  I  understand  that  this  document  was  not  originally  intended  to  be  widely 
publicly  reviewed,  and  was  expected  to  be  an  "in-house"  document.  Therefore  my 
concern  for  the  lack  of  a  detailed  section  explaining  the  project  and  the  purpose 
of  the  document  may  not  be  appropriate  at  this  time.  However,  a  larger 
introductory  section  would  have  been  helpful.  A  detailed  project  description  will 
be  necessary  as  part  of  the  EIR  in  order  for  the  EIR  to  adequately  address  the 
appropriate  issues. 

3.0  Brisbane's  Land  Use  Plan  should  be  included  and  reviewed  in  this  section.  I 
believe  that  plans  from  San  Francisco,  Daly  City,  Colma  and  Pacifica  should  be 
included  as  well.  I  would  think  that  a  map  showing  the  actual  land  uses  adjacent 
to  the  airport,  or  underneath  the  flight  patterns,  would  be  valuable  as  well.  What 
about  the  role  of  the  FAA? 


4.0  The  use  of  the  previously  questioned  noise  contour  map  is  inappropriate. 
The  noise  information  provided  is  inadequate  and  hopefully  will  be  much  improved 
in  the  environmental  documents.  I  understand  that  the  Guadalupe  Quarry  adjacent 
to  Brisbane  continuously  provides  your  material  for  filling-in  the  runways  on  an 
as-needed  basis,  because  of  the  settlement  problems  at  the  Airport.  I  assume  this 
problem  will  be  better  addressed  in  the  environmental  document  and/or  future 
plan  documents. 

6.0  A  figure  showing  the  entire  existing  airport  facilities  would  have  been 
extremely  useful  at  the  beginning  of  the  Working  Paper.  Is  it  possible  to 
include  a  better  diagram  of  runways  and  flight  patterns?  Could  the  written 
policies  for  "quiet  departure"  and  "preferential  runway"  policies  be  appended  to 
the  document?  What  is  the  ability  of  the  airport  to  follow  these  policies  given 
current  or  anticipated  use  of  the  airport?  Figure  6.2  seems  to  indicate  that  no 
flight  patterns  occur  over  Brisbane  which  is  inaccurate.  Are  these  the  only 
policies  of  the  FAA  which  limit  land/airport  development?  Figure  6.3  could  better 
show  TERPS  40:1  and  SID  24:1. 


II  -  3 


I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 


RESPONSE  TO  BRISBANE'S  COMMENTS 


SPECIFIC 

1.0  -  The  Introduction  section  to  Working  Paper  A  states  the  objective  and 
process  of  the  plan.  Further  clarification  is  offered  in  Section  I  of  this 
report. 

3 . 0  -  By  amendment  Brisbane's  General  Plan  will  be  included  and  reviewed  in 
Working  Paper  A.  Additionally  the  cities  of  Colma,  Daly  City,  Foster  City, 
Hillsborough,  PacLfica  and  San  Mateo  will  also  be  reviewed. 

Mapping  of  adjacent  land  uses  in  this  working  paper  is  unnecessary  as 
it  will  not  provide  additional  information  that  is  not  otherwise  covered  in 
text.  The  FAA's  general  role  in  the  plan  is  review  and  approval  based  on  FAA 
airport  planning  criteria. 

4.0  -  The  noise  contour  map,  F16  4.1,  is  incorrect.  By  addendum  the  corrected 
map  is  included. 

Quarry  Products,  Inc.,  located  in  Brisbane,  supplies  SFIA  with  materials 
for  filling-in  the  runways  on  an  as-needed  basis.  Quarry  Products  is  not  the 
only  supplier  of  fill  materials  to  SFIA.  The  Airports  Commission  contracts 
runway  maintenance  work  with  construction  companies.  The  construction 
companies  in  turn  put  out  bids  for  supply  of  earth  materials.  The  lowest 
bidder  is  selected  as  the  supplier  of  earth  materials.  Quarry  Products  and 
other  suppliers  are  In  effect  dealing  directly  with  construction  companies, 
not  the  Airports  Commission.  SFIA  will  continue  to  use  earth  materials  as 
part  of  the  runway  maintenance  program. 

6.0  -  Figures  6.5  and  6.6  cover  existing  airport  facilities  and  land  use. 
The  existing  diagram  of  runways  and  flight  patterns  is  adequate  for  the 
purpose  of  Working  Paper  A  (General  Inventory).  Figure  6.2,  by  addendum,  is 
deleted.  Further  discussion  on  flight  patterns  and  noise  impact  will  be 
covered  in  the  EIR.  Figure  6.3  is  not  intended  to  show  TERPS  and  SID 
information  which  is  primarily  directed  to  aircraft  operators  not  height 
restriction  planning  of  structures.  All  policies  and  procedures  relating  to 
noise  impacts  will  be  covered  in  the  EIR  and  are  not  a  subject  of  Working 
Paper  A. 

7.0  -  Environmental  constraints  are  not  explicitly  considered  in  the 
development  of  unconstrained  passenger  forecasts,  hence  the  term 
unconstrained.  The  constrained  forecast  considers  the  possible  enplanement 
levels  which  might  be  achieved  in  an  environment  where  the  airport  growth  is 
limited  by  environmental/political/capacity  factors.  While  the  predicting  of 
flight  patterns  is  not  a  part  of  the  forecasting  effort,  a  fleet  mix  forecast 
will  be  developed  and  reviewed  in  greater  detail  in  the  Master  Plan  EIR  in 
relationship  to  potential  noise  impacts. 
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GENERAL 


If  development  plans  will  affect  the  Tank  Farm  in  Brisbane  it  will  be  covered 
In  the  EIR.  However,  at  this  point  in  the  study,  it  is  too  premature  to 
determine  what  impact,  if  any,  may  occur. 

To  reiterate,  the  primary  focus  of  the  plan  is  to  reorganize  and  replace 
existing  airport  facilities  for  greater  efficiency  in  satisfying  future 
aviation  demand.  There  is  no  expansion  planned  outside  of  Airport  property 
and  any  additional  facilities  will  be  confined  to  limited  undeveloped  airport 
lands. 
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BURLINGAME 


SAN  MATEO  COUNTY 
CITY  HALL-50I  PRIMROSE  ROAD 
BURLINGAME,  CALIFORNIA  940IQ 


PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 
(415)  342-8635 


August  21,  1987 


Mr.  John  Costas 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
Post  Office  Box  8097 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 


Please  find  enclosed  a  copy  of  the  City  of  Burlingame's  Specific  Area 
Plan  for  the  Bay front  and  Anza  Areas.     In  reviewing  Working  Paper  A  of 
the  SFIA  Master  Plan  (page  3.5)  we  note  that  your  review  of  the 
Burlingame  General  Plan  left  out  this  essential  chapter.     Since  this 
Specific  Area  Plan  addresses  one  of  the  physical  portions  of  Burlingame 
most  likely  to  affect  and  be  affected  by  the  airport  we  thought  you 
might  like  to  take  it  into  consideration  in  your  planning. 

Do  not  hesitate  to  call  me  if  I  can  be  of  any  assistance  as  you  review 
this  material. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Re:  Review  of  Working  Paper  A 
SFIA  Master  Plan 


Margaret  Monroe 
City  Planner 


MM/s 
enc . 
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RESPONSE  TO  BURLINGAME'S  COMMENTS 


Bur lingame ' s  specific  area  plan  for  the  Bayfront  and  Anza  areas  will  be 
reviewed  by  addendum  and  an  Impact  evaluation  accomplished  under  the  Master 
Plan  EIR. 
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City  of  Daly  City 


333-90TH  STREET 
DALY  CITY,  CA  94015-1895 
PHONE:  (415)  991 -8000  AugUSt     11,  1987 


Mr.    John  Costas 
Airport  Coramisslon 
P.    0.  Box8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San   Francisco,    CA  94128 


Subject:      Comments  on  Airport   Master  Plan  -  Working   Paper  "A" 


Dear   Mr .    Cos  tas : 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  above 
referenced  document.  The  document  is  will  written  and  concise, 
and  overall,  the  City  of  Daly  City  has  very  few  comments.  The 
following,  therefore,  is  divided  into  two  categories  of  comments: 
'General  Comments'  and  'Specific  Comments'  which  pertain  to  a 
cited   page   and  paragraph. 


GENERAL  COMMENTS 


Careful  review  of  the  introduction  which  outlines  the 
contents  of  Working  Papers  B  and  C  and  the  forthcoming 
environmental  document  (EIR);  and  careful  review  of  Working 
Paper  A,  with  particular  attention  paid  to  tlie  Solid  Waste, 
Industrial  Waste  Treatment  and  Geology,  Seismology  and 
Hydrology  sections  reveals  no  mentionof  three  significant 
items.      These    three    items  are: 


1.  Procedures  and  emergency  plans  pertaining  to  the 
handling,  treatment,  storage  and  disposal  of  liquid 
and/or  solid  hazardous  wastes  and/or  contaminated 
Items  . 


2.  Emergency  plans  and  procedures  In  place,  and  to  be 
employed.  In  the  event  of  a  seismic  occurrence  of  a 
magnitude  with  the  potential  to  disrupt  operations  and 
threaten  life  and  property. 

3.  Emergency  plans  and  procedures  In  place  and  to  be 
employed  In  the  event  of  an  air  or  ground  related 
accident   or  disaster   both   on  and   off   airport  property. 

Although  the  Airport  undoubtly  has  these  procedures  and 
plans     In     place     It     Is    appropriate     In    a     planing  and 
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Comments   on  Airport 
August    11,  1987 
Page  2 


Master  Plan 


-  Working   Paper  "A" 


environmental  review  process  such  as  this  to  at  least  cite 
and   reference,    if   not   briefly  describe   the  documents. 

Inclusion  of  a  north  arrow  and  scale  on  all  the  figures 
would  be  helpful,  and  particulary  beneficial  in  the 
Environmental   Setting  and   Inventory  sections, 

,  Definition  of  terms  and  acronyms  used  throughout  the  text 
would  be  beneficial.  Definitions  could  include  a  brief 
discussion  of  the  term's  or  acronym's  significance  and 
application.  Definitions  could  be  included  in  a  technical 
glossary  as  an  Appendix. 

.  Readability    of     the    document    would     be    fostered  by 

reintroducing  the  acronyms  used  in  each  section  that  they 
are  used, (i.e.,    Instrument  Landing   Systems  (ILS)). 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 

Page  Pa  ragraph  Comments 

1.1  8  Portions    of    the    last    paragraph  on 

p. 1.1  are  repeated  again  on  p. 1.2, 
being  with  "...CEQA  Guidelines 
encourage  ....  prior  to  the 
adoption  of  a  Master  Plan." 

3.1  3  State    which    municipalities  must 

submit  general  plans  to  the  ALUC 
for  consistency  determination.  If 
these  municipalities  are  in  fact 
the  same  as  the  ones  indicated  in 
Figure  3.1,  state  so,  if  not, 
indicate  in  a  figure  as  well  as  the 
text  which  municipalities  are 
required  to  comply. 


Noise  contours  illustrate 
graphically  the  approximate  level 
of  noise  (expressed  in  decibels 
usually  in  the  CNEL  or  L^jj^  noise 
descriptor)  experienced  at  a  given 
location.  An  accompanying 
discussion  in  the  text  of  a 
document  discusses  the  affects  of 
the  given  noise  levels.  The  text 
in  paragraph  6  on  p. 3. 2  lines  4  and 
5  is  somewhat  misleading,  "These 
contours    show  how  the  surrounding 
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1, 


2  &  3 


Comments   on  Airport  Master  Plan  -  Working   Paper  "A" 
August    11,  1987 
Page  3 


Page  Paragraph  Comments 

communities  are  affected  In  varying 
degrees  by  aircraft  noise."  The 
text  contains  no  discussion  of  the 
human  physiological  response  to 
varying  noise  levels  nor  does  It 
contain  a  complete  reference  to 
State  or  Federal  noise 
compatibility  guidelines  and 
standards.  A  brief  discussion  of 
the  affects  of  noise  on  people  at 
various  levels  as  well  as  a  chart 
or  figure  exemplifying  State  and/or 
Federal  noise  standards  would  be 
beneficial.  Benefits  would  be  two 
fold,  both  In  terms  of  the 
Information  that  the  Master  Plan 
would  provide  as  well  as  laying 
some  groundwork  on  which  to  base 
future  land   use  decisions. 


3.3  5,    6  &   7  A  more    precise    description   of  tall 

would  be  beneficial.  The 
description  could  include  an 
approximate  range.  A  figure 
illustrating  some  of  the  terms  and 
concepts  used  in  the  paragraphs 
would  be  helpful,  for  example. 
Illustrate  approach  zones,  approach 
surfaces,  standard  Instrument 
departure,  and  terminal  and  enroute 
procedure  standards. 

A  more  detailed  discussion  of  FAR 
Part   77  would  be  helpful. 

3.6  1,2&3  Illustrating      the  spatial 

distribution  of  new  development  on 
a  map  (in  a  figure)  would  be 
beneficial . 


4.2.  Entire  noise 

discussion  Indicate    on    a    map    (figure)  where 

noise  measurements  were  taken. 
Indicate  what  days,  how  many  hours, 
the  consecutive  time  periods  and 
the  length  of  time  (24-hour,  12- 
hour,    etc.)    the    noise  measurements 
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Comments   on  Airport  Master  Plan  -  Working   Paper  "A" 
August    11,  1987 
Page  4 

were   taken  during   quarter   (April  1, 

Page  Paragraph  Comments 

June  30,  1986).  This  type  of  data 
could  be  included  as  a  technical 
appendix.  Describe  the  weather 
conditions  during  the  noise 
measurement  period,  as  weather  does 
affect  noise  levels  and  noise 
attenuation.  Describe  the  actual 
types,  frequency  and  level  (in  dB) 
of  intrusive  noises  that  occurred 
during  the  quarter  represented  in 
Figure  4.1. 


Figure  4.1  should  show  more  than 
just  the  65  dB  CNEL  contour,  as 
much  residential  development  falls 
with  a  greater  noise  environment 
than  this  contour  illustrates. 
Illustrate  the  70,  75  and  80  dB 
CNEL,  or  at  least  illustrate  the 
contour  intervals  until  reaching 
the  actual  airport  boundary. 
Complete  contour  information  is 
essential  in  assessing  the  noise 
impacts  experienced  by  residential 
and   other  uses   in   the  area. 


Graphically,  (in  a  table  such  as 
Table  4.1)  illustrate  the  typical 
dB  level  associated  with  airport 
operations.  Table  4.1  could  be 
expanded  to  include  a  column  which 
specifies  the  dB  at  50  or  100  feet 
associated  with  the  particular 
aircraft  operation. 


6.27  Table 

6.7  Is    there    a    typographical    error  in 

the  Greyhound  bus  frequency?  If 
not,    please  clarify. 


7.4  5  Briefly  describe   the   suitability  or 

applicability  of  the  one  week 
survey  period  (10/27/86  -  11/2/86) 
and  the  reasoning  as  to  why  it  is 
appropriate  to  use  this  data  to 
extrapolate  forecasts. 
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Comments   on  Airport 
August    11,  1987 
Page  5 


Master  Plan  - 


Working   Paper  "A" 


Describe     the     assumptions  and 
methodology  used  in  the  simulation 
Comme  nt  s 


model.  A  brief  description  could 
appear  in  the  text  with  a  more 
expanded  version  to  be  included  in 
an  appendix. 

Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on 
the  document.  Hopefully  the  above  suggestions  will  be  beneficial 
on  producing  the  final  plan.  Please  include  the  City  of  Daly 
City  in  all   future  review  of  documents. 


Allison  Knapp  Wollam 
Assistant  Planner 


AKW/nt 


7.5  4 
Page  Paragraph 
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RESPONSE  TO  DALY  CITY'S  COMMENTS 


.  GENERAL 

Specific  emergency  plans  and  procedures  for  potential  disasters  (hazardous 
waste  contamination,  earthquakes,  aircraft  accidents,  etc)  have  been  developed 
and  are  on  file  at  the  airport.  The  objective  of  Working  Paper  A  does  not 
warrant  Inclusion  of  this  Information.  Reference  and  citation  of  emergency 
plans  and  procedures  will  be  covered  In  the  EIR  as  required. 

All  figures  Include  scales  and  by  addendum  figure  6.0  "Airport  Layout  Plan" 
has  a  north  arrow  for  reference. 

A  technical  glossary  of  industry  terms  and  acronyms  will  be  Included  by 
addendum. 

SPECIFIC 

Page  1.1,  Paragraph  8  -  By  addendum  the  repeated  phrase  "...CEQA  guidelines 
encourage..."  will  be  omitted. 

Page  3.1,  Paragraph  3  -  All  municipalities  that  are  considered  to  be  airport- 
influenced  are  required  to  submit  their  General  Plans  to  ALUC  for  consistency 
determination.  The  criteria  used  to  determine  which  municipality  must  submit 
its  General  Plan  are:  (1)  level  of  aircraft-generated  noise  and/or  (2) 
safety.  For  SFIA,  surrounding  cities  with  noise  levels  above  65  CNEL  must 
submit  their  General  Plan.  Cities  whose  land  areas  fall  within  approach  zones 
must  also  submit  their  General  Plans  for  consistency  determination.  Cities 
Impacted  by  SFIA  under  these  criteria  are  Brisbane,  Burllngame,  Colma,  Daly 
City,  Foster  City,  Hillsborough,  Mlllbrae,  Paclfica,  San  Bruno,  San  Mateo  and 
South  San  Francisco.  A  detailed  discussion  as  necessary  of  ALUC  procedures 
will  be  Included  in  the  EIR. 

For  the  purposes  of  the  master  plan  process  and  more  Importantly  the 
assessment  of  environmental  Impacts,  the  eleven  communities  stated  above  (all 
of  which  are  ALUC  members)  are  Included  in  the  Master  Plan  study  area.  The 
master  planning  process  takes  into  account  the  above  Community  Land  Use  Plans 
along  with  new  and  proposed  development  in  those  communities  in  order  to 
develop  concepts  plans  that  will  be  consistent  with  the  goals  of  the  ALUC 
planning  area  and  the  communities  themselves. 

Page  3.2,  Paragraph  6  and 

Page  3.3,  Paragraphs  1,2,&3  -  The  Airports  Commission  has  embarked  on  a  long- 
term  noise  abatement  program  designed  to  reduce  aircraft  generated  noise  upon 
the  surrounding  communities.  The  Airport  Master  Plan  EIR  will  provide 
detailed  discussion  of  the  noise  monitoring  studies  currently  underway,  the 
SFIA  noise  abatement  program,  and  the  SFIA's  proposed  noise  abatement 
regulation  compliance  with  the  State  Noise  Standards  (Title  21,  Subchapter  6), 
and  the  Airport's  Noise  Variance  granted  to  SFIA  by  CalTrans  Division  of 
Aeronautics.  The  EIR  will  also  discuss  the  Environs  Cities'  noise  insulation 
programs  and  all  other  pertinent  information  required  to  satisfactorily 
address  noise  impacts  and  mitigation  measures  in  compliance  with  Federal  and 
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State  laws,  and  local  community  concerns. 

Page  3.3,  Paragraphs  5,6,&7  -  Tall  is  a  relative  term  describing  any  structure 
that  would  penetrate  Part  77  imaginary  surfaces.  A  precise  description  is 
dependent  upon  the  location  of  the  structure.  As  the  basis  for  ALUC  height 
restrictions  as  well  as  the  airport  itself,  the  Federal  Aviation  Regulations 
Part  77  is  referred  to  in  Section  3.0  page  3.3  and  further  general  in  Section 
6.0  page  6.2.  Reference  is  made  to  this  regulation  for  general  information  as 
it  is  not  the  objective  of  this  paper  to  detail  one  of  the  numerous 
regulations  affecting  the  airport.  Figure  6.3  as  amended  is  a  graphic 
depiction  of  the  FAR  Part  77  surfaces. 

Page  3.6,  Paragraphs  1,  2,  &  3  -  If  a  map  depleting  the  spatial  distribution 
of  new  development  is  beneficial  to  the  planning  process  it  will  be  developed. 
However,  at  this  point  in  the  study  we  see  no  benefit. 

Page  4.2  -  Entire  noise  discussion  -  Please  refer  to  Introduction  section  and 
response  to  comments  on  Page  3.3,  Paragraph  1,2,&3  above. 

Page  6.27,  Table  6.7  -  The  greyhound  bus  frequency  is  correct.  Arrivals  are 
designated  by  "A"  and  departures  are  designated  by  "D". 

Page  7.4,  Paragraph  5  -  A  one  week  survey  began  on  October  27,  1986  in  order 
to  start  data  collection  as  soon  as  possible  so  as  to  satisfy  the  initial 
project  schedule.  The  data  from  the  one  week  survey  has  been  seasonally 
adjusted  to  reflect  peak  month  activity  by  using  historic  average  daily 
passengers  as  a  normalizing  factor.  It  has  been  our  experience  that  scheduled 
activity,  and  the  resulting  activity  profile,  changes  more  in  magnitude  than 
in  distribution.  This  is  a  result  of  competitive  aspects  of  airline 
scheduling,  markets  served,  and  other  factors  which  do  not  change  radically 
from  period  to  period.  Therefore,  a  seasonal  adjustment  of  off-peak  monthly 
activity  Is  still  a  reasonably  sound  basis  upon  which  to  start  an  evaluation 
of  future  dally  activity. 

Page  7.5,  Paragraph  4  -  The  assumptions  and  methodology  are  stated  rather 
clearly  in  this  paragraph.  A  more  technical  description  would  probably  be 
understood  by  only  a  small  percentage  of  the  users  of  this  document,  and  would 
provide  very  little  insight  into  interpretation  of  the  model  results. 

However,  in  response  to  the  Daly  City  staff's  request,  the  model  takes  each 
arrival  and  departure  and  applies  a  log-normal  distribution  function  to  each 
flight  for  a  passenger  load  determined  by  the  aircraft  capacity,  and  indexes 
this  distribution  to  a  start  or  finish  time  indicated  by  actual  block  time. 
(The  log-normal  distribution  closely  resembles  the  Poisson  distribution  but  is 
easier  to  compute  under  varying  criteria.)  Each  time-indexed  distribution  is 
then  aggregated  with  those  of  the  other  arrivals  and  departures  to  arrive  at 
the  overall  airport  profiles  shown  in  the  report.  A  load  factor  is  applied  to 
the  result  to  reflect  average  or  peak  day  operating  conditions,  as  well  as  any 
seasonal  adjustment  (see  comments  above).  In  addition  to  the  average  arrival 
and  departure  times  of  passengers  to  the  landside  of  the  terminal,  (which  is 
converted  to  a  natural  log  for  the  purposes  of  the  calculations),  a  value  of 
0.5  is  used  to  reflect  the  standard  deviation  of  the  sum  of  the  log  of  the 
arrival  and  departure  times.  This  value  has  been  determined  by  more  specific 
surveys  of  passenger  arrivals  and  departures  at  a  number  of  other  airports. 
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PACIFICA,  CALIFORNIA  94044 
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CITY  ATTORNEY 

Susan  M.  Schectman 
(415)  875-7307 


COUNCIL 

Charles  D.B.  Curry 
Peter  Loeb 
Fred  Howara 


August  12,  1987 


John  Costas 

San  Francisco  Airports  Commission 
P.  0.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco  CA  94128 

Re:    Airport  Master  Plan  -  Working  Paper  "A" 
Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

This  letter  represents  the  comments  of  the  City  of  Pacifica  on  the  June  1987 
San  Francisco  International  Airport  Master  Plan  Working  Paper  "A". 

The  Plan  should  specifically  address  future  noise  monitoring  programs  at  the 
airport  so  that  noise  can  be  effectively  monitored  in  Pacifica.  The  City  of 
Pacifica  has  been  experiencing  increasing  noise  problems  and  has  concerns 
about  the  efficacy  of  future  noise  monitoring  programs  in  our  jurisdiction. 
This  issue  needs  to  be  studied  in  this  planning  process. 

The  Plan  should  include  a  definitive  forecast  of  aircraft  operations  so  that 
jurisdictions  like  Pacifica  can  effectively  analyze  the  projected  growth  rate 
of  noise  in  our  jurisdiction.  Aircraft  operation  should  be  broken  down,  at  a 
minimum,  by  aircraft  type,  time  of  day  or  night  of  operations,  number  of 
aircraft  and  departure  route.  This  evaluation  is  essential  to  modeling  our 
future  noise  environment. 

The  Plan  should  study  the  concept  of  moving  air  cargo  operations  to  another 
facility  such  as  Oakland.  Especially  in  view  of  the  current  proposed  noise 
abatement  regulation,  moving  noisier  air  cargo  operations  may  be  appropriate 
in  the  face  of  future  projections  of  noise  increases.  This  concept  should  at 
least  be  evaluated  in  the  planning  process. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  considering  our  comments.  We  look  forward  to 
reviewing  future  working  papers. 


Very  truly  yours. 


SUSAN  M.  SCHECTMAN 
City  Attorney 


SMS:jh 
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Path  of  Portola  1769  —  San  Francisco  Bay  Discovery  Site 


John  Costas 
August  12,  1987 
Page  Two 


cc:    Mayor  Galehouse  and  Council  members 
Daniel  V.  Pincetich,  City  Manager 
Wendy  L.  Cosin,  Planning  Adminstrator 
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RESPONSE  TO  PACIFICA'S  COMMENTS 


As  stated  previously  in  response  to  Daly  City's  comments,  the  Airport  Master 
Plan  EIR  will  provide  detailed  discussion  of  the  noise  monitoring  sudies 
ciitrrently  underway,  the  SFIA  noise  abatement  program,  the  proposed  noise 
abatement  regulation,  SFIA's  compliance  with  State  Noise  Standards  (Title  21, 
Subchapter  C)  and  the  Airport's  Noise  Variance  granted  to  SFIA  by  CalTrans 
Division  of  Aeronautics.  The  EIR  will  also  discuss  the  environs's  cities' 
noise  insulation  program  and  all  other  pertinent  information  required  to 
satisfactorily  address  noise  impacts  and  mitigation  measures  in  compliance 
with  Federal  and  State  laws  and  local  community  concerns.  The  Master  Plan 
itself  is  primarily  an  on-airport  land  use  plan  and  as  such  will  encompass  and 
address  in  the  EIR  the  separate  but  coordinated  efforts  of  the  Airports  on- 
going noise  abatement  studies  and  programs. 

Section  7.3  of  Working  Paper  A  covers  aircraft  operations  forecast  at  the 
level  necessary  to  determine  Airport  facilities  planning.  However,  operations 
forecasts  and  aircraft  mix  will  be  developed  in  conjunction  with  the  on-going 
noise  studies.  While  efforts  will  be  made  to  estimate  these  factors  for  the 
purposes  of  the  Master  Plan  EIR,  specific  detail  on  each  aircraft's  type, 
route,  and  time  of  operation  is  purely  speculative  when  considering  forecasts 
of  activity  5,  10  and  20  years  in  the  future. 
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OFFICE  OF  THE 


CITY  MANAGER 


(415)  877-8500 


August  13,  1987 


Mr.  John  Costas,  Project  Manager 
Airport  Master  Plan  Program 
San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

RE:     INITIAL  STAFF  COMMENTS  ON  REVISED  WORK  PAPER  A  SAN  FRANCISCO 
INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT  MASTER  PLAN 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

The  City  of  South  San  Francisco  is  pleased  to  submit  its  initial 
staff  comments  on  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Master 
Plan  Revised  Working  Paper  A.  Due  to  the  nature  of  this  complex 
document,  we  would  like  additional  time  for  further  review. 

This  document  is  an  important  first- step  in  the  preparation  of  a 
comprehensive  master  plan  for  the  airport.    We  look  forward  to 
further  participation  in  the  master  plan  program. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this 
important  document. 


Mark  Lewis 
City  Manager 

ML : DFC : sp 

Attachments 

cc:     City  Council 

Planning  Director 
Associate  Planner 
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400  GRAND  AVENUE  -  P.  O.  BOX  711  -  94083 


OFFICE  OF  THE 

CITY  MANAGER 
(415)  877-8500 


August  14,  1987 

REVIEW  COMMENTS  ON  MASTER  PLAN  REVISED  WORKING  PAPER  A 
FOR  SAN  FRANCISCO  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT 

GENERAL  COMMENTS 

1.  The  preparation  of  the  Airport  Master  Plan  and  the  final 
Master  Plan  document  should  closely  reflect  the  policies  of 
the  County  Airport  Land  Use  Plan  and  the  programs  and 
policies  of  the  airport-related  elements  of  the  general 
plans  of  the  cities  within  the  airport  environs  area. 

2.  The  planning  policies  and  programs  of  the  airport  environs 
cities,  San  Mateo  County,  and  the  Airport  should  be 
compatible  and  coordinated  to  provide  a  comprehensive 
planning  program  for  airport  compatibility  on  the  Peninsula. 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 

1 . 0  Introduction 

1.  This  Chapter  should  clearly  identify  the  purpose  of 
Revised  Working  Paper  A, 

2.  The  relationship  between  Revised  Working  Paper  A, 
Working  Paper  B,  and  Working  Paper  C  is  not  clearly 
stated. 

3 .  The  Work  Program  and  Schedule  section  should  be  revised 
to  reflect  the  current  Master  Plan  Program  schedule. 

4.  The  San  Francisco  International  Airport  Master  Plan 
Task  Schedule  should  also  be  revised  to  reflect  the 
current  Master  Plan  Program  Schedule. 
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400  GRAND  AVENUE  -  P.  O.  BOX  71 1  -  94083 


5.  The  Vicinity  Map  should  be  simplified  and  moved  to  the 
first  page.     A  state  and  regional  map  should  also  be 
included  these  maps  should  relate  to  a  new  lead-off 
section  under  Introduction  that  gives  a  complete 
overview  of  the  airport. 

6.  The  first  paragraph  above  the  Vicinity  Map  on  the 
second  page  should  be  eliminated,  as  it  is  redundant 
from  the  previous  page. 

3.0    Local  and  Regional  Plans 

1.  The  opening  sentence  of  this  chapter  should  be 
substantiated  with  documentation.     Why  is  the  airport 
"...not  subject  to  the  land  use  regulations  of  the 
County  of  San  Mateo."?    What  about  portions  of  airport 
property  within  incorporated  cities,  i.e.  the  north 
field  area  in  South  San  Francisco?    Due  to  the 
political  structure  on  the  Peninsula  and  the 
governmental  structure  of  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  the  jurisdictional  relationship  between  the 
two  areas,  regarding  the  airport,  should  be  fully 
addressed  and  explained. 

2.  The  reference  to  the  Joining  Powers  Board  is  erroneous. 
The  Board  no  longer  exists. 

3.  3.1    Airport  Land  Use  Plan 

a.  Langauge  should  be  included  in  this  section  that  fully 
describes  the  relationship  of  the  Airport  Master  Plan 
and  the  County  Airport  Land  Use  Plan.     The  state 
aeronautics  act  states  the  Airport  Land  Use  Plan  shall 
include  a  long-range  master  plan  that  reflects  the 
anticipated  growth  of  the  airport  during  at  least  the 
next  20  years.     It  also  states  that  modifications  to 
airport  master  plans  are  to  be  submitted  to  the  County 
Airport  Land  Use  Commission  for  a  determination  of 
consistency  with  the  Airport  Land  Use  Plan.  This 
process  should  be  explained  as  it  relates  to  the  master 
plan  process. 

b.  The  section  entitled  "Noise"  should  be  retitled 
"Noise/Land  Use  Compatibility" .     This  section  should 
include  the  Airport  Land  Use  Plan  for  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  and  the  Aircraft  Noise/Land  Use 
Compatibility  table  for  San  Francisco  International 
Airport  from  the  County  Airport  Land  Use  Plan. 

c.  The  section  entitled  "Approach  Zones"  should  include 
the  policies  from  the  Airport  Land  Use  Plan  regarding 
approach  zones.     The  reference  to  height  standards  in 
this  section  should  be  deleted. 
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The  section  entitled  "Height  Restrictions"  should 
include  the  ALUC  Height  Restrictions  map  from  the 
Airport  Land  Use  Plan. 

The  "Jurisdictional  Boundaries"  map  should  be  moved  to 
Section  3 . 2  Community  Land  Use  Plans  and  retitled 
"Airport  Environs  Area" .     The  boundaries  of  some  of  the 
cities  are  inaccurate;  they  should  be  checked  and 
redrawn  accurately.     The  boundaries  for  South  San 
Francisco,  San  Bruno,  and  Millbrae  should  clearly  show 
the  airport  land  within  the  city  limits  of  those 
communities.    The  shaded  community  areas  should  be 
deleted. 

3 . 2  Community  Land  Use  Plans 

This  section  should  be  retitled  "Airport  Environs 
Cities'  General  Plans". 

This  section  should  include  an  introductory  paragraph 
that  identifies  each  community  within  the  airport 
environs  area.     It  should  not  be  limited  to  those 
communities  adjacent  to  the  airport.    The  following 
elements  of  each  community's  General  Plan  should  be 
reviewed  and  discussed: 

Land  use  element 
Circulation  element 
Noise  element 
Housing  element 

Additional  relevant  elements,  policies,  plans. 

The  Section  entitles  "South  San  Francisco"  is 
inaccurate  and  inadequate.    This  section  should  be 
updated  to  reflect  the  current  status  of  the  Gateway 
Project,  Shearwater,  and  Terrabay. 

The  Land  Use  Element  portion  of  this  section  should 
also  discuss  the  size,  location,  and  land  use 
designation  on  the  airport  property  located  within  the 
City  limits  of  South  San  Francisco. 

The  Circulation  and  Transportation  Element  portion  of 
this  section  should  also  be  updated.     The  U.S.  Highway 
101/Oyster  Point  Boulevard  interchange  may  be  under 
construction  by  1991.     The  Gateway  Boulevard  extension 
has  been  completed.     This  portion  should  also  address 
the  improvements  and  extension  of  1-380  east  of  U.S. 
Highway  101. 
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f.  This  section  omits  any  discussion  of  the  City  of  South 
San  Francisco's  Noise  Element,  even  though  noise 
elements  of  other  cities  were  addressed.     Our  Noise 
Element  should  be  fully  discussed. 

g.  This  section  should  also  include  a  full  discussion  of 
the  City's  Noise  Insulation  program.     The  insulation 
programs  in  San  Bruno  and  Millbrae  should  also  be 
discussed  in  the  sections  for  those  cities. 

5.  The  Noise  Element  portion  of  the  County  of  San  Mateo 
section  should  be  expanded  to  include  a  discussion  of 
the  noise  policies  of  the  County's  General  Plan. 
Reference  to  the  ALUC  noise  standards  is  inadequate. 

6.  The  section  entitled  "Regional  Airport  Plans"  should  be 
greatly  expanded  and  updated.    The  Plan  components 
related  to  San  Francisco  International  Airport  should 
be  presented  and  summarized.    The  discussion  should 
focus  on  the  role  of  San  Francisco  International 
Airport  in  the  nine-county  Bay  Area  region  and  its 
relationship  and  impact  on  the  other  air  carrier 
airports  in  the  region. 

7.  The  section  entitled  "U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service" 
should  be  relocated  to  the  Environmental  Setting 
Chapter . 

Environmental  Setting 

1.  The  sections  on  Water  Energy  Resources  and  Solid  Waste 
are  already  discussed  in  the  Inventory  of  Existing 
Facilities  chapter  and  should  be  removed  from  this 
chapter . 

2.  The  section  entitled  "Aircraft-Generated  Noise"  should 
be  completely  rewritten  and  expanded  to  fully  discuss 
this  complex  issue.     This  section  should  include  a 
comprehensive  discussion  of  the  Airports  Commission's 
proposed  noise  regulation,  now  being  reviewed  by  local 
agencies  and  the  public.     It  should  also  include  a 
discussion  of  the  Airport's  compliance  with  the  State 
Noise  Standards  (Title  21,  Subchapter  6)  and  the 
provisions  of  the  Airport's  Noise  Variance,  granted  to 
the  Airport  by  CalTrans,  on  November  21,  1986.  It 
should  also  include  the  following: 

-  A  list  of  the  specific  noise  monitor  locations, 
including  the  five  monitors  to  be  installed  in  San 
Francisco. 
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-  A  map  showing  the  location  of  the  noise  monitors, 
including  the  five  monitors  to  be  installed  in  San 
Francisco. 

-  The  noise  contour  maps  for  the  four  quarters  of  1986 
and  1987,  showing  the  65  and  70  CNEL  contour  lines. 
The  map  included  in  this  section  is  useless,  since  it 
only  shows  the  noise  contour  for  one  quarter  in  1986 
and  does  not  provide  a  comparison  to  evaluate  noise 
reduction. 

-  An  historical  presentation  from  1981  to  1987  of  the 
home  count,  based  on  the  methodology  described  in  the 
ANMAP,  dated  April  7,  1981.     It  should  be  presented 
by  census  tract  for  each  community  affected  by  the  65 
and  70  CNEL  noise  contour  since  January,  1981.  It 
should  also  be  correlated  with  the  home  count 
schedule  required  in  the  Airport  Noise  Variance. 

-  A  discussion  of  noise  abatement  departure  routes, 
including  an  annual  historical  percentage  usage  of 
Gap  vs.  Shoreline  departures  on  Runways  28  and 
nighttime  departures  on  Runways  10. 

-  A  map  of  all  arrival  and  departure  routes. 

-  A  discussion  and  list  of  the  noise  compatibility 
programs  and  policies  from  the  Airport's  FAA-approved 
FAR  Part  150  Noise  Compatibility  Program,  approved  in 
1983. 

-  A  discussion  of  a  potential  modification  to  the 
runway  and  taxiway  system  for  construction  of  a  new 
runway  and  associated  taxiways,  in  the  Bay,  as  a 
noise  abatement  runway,  to  reduce  the  noise  impact  on 
the  Peninsula  cities. 

The  section  entitled  "Geology,  Seismology,  and 
Hydrology"  should  include  a  map  which  identifies 
geologic,  seismologic,  and  hydrologic  features  in  the 
airport  environs  area. 

This  chapter  should  include  the  following  additional 
sections : 

-  Topography,  which  would  describe  the  topography 
around  the  airport. 

-  Wildlife  habitats,  which  would  describe  the  habitats 
on  airport  property,  including  the  habitat  of  the  San 
Francisco  Garter  Snake,  migratory  bird  routes,  and 
bird  nesting  areas. 
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-  Weather,  which  would  describe  fog,  wind  conditions, 
and  temperature  conditions  that  affect  airport 
operations . 

5.0    Ground  Access 

1.  The  map  on  the  first  page  of  this  chapter  is  not 
useful.     It  should  be  enlarged  to  include  the  entire 
nine-county  Bay  Area  region. 

2.  This  chapter  should  include  a  discussion  of  Airports 
Commission  policies  regarding  ground  access  operations. 

6.0  Inventory  of  Existing  Facilities 

1.  The  map  on  the  first  page  of  this  chapter  should  show 
the  entire  runway/ taxiway  configuration.     It  should 
also  indicate  the  location  of  the  ILS  equipment  and  the 
category  type  at  each  location. 

2.  Table  6.2,  Airfield  Operations,  should  be  clarified. 
The  percentages  in  the  last  column  do  not  appear  to  be 
arrival  use  percentages. 

6.1  Airside 

1.  The  paragraphs  that  address  noise  abatement  procedures 
in  the  section  entitled  "Runways  and  Taxiways  should  be 
relocated  to  the  Environmental  Setting  Chapter  under 
"Aircraft-Generated  Noise". 

2.  The  runways  and  taxiways  section  should  identify  the 
letter  and  width  of  the  taxiways.     This  section  should 
also  describe  the  clear  zone  areas  for  each  runway. 

3 .  The  approach  an  departure  patterns  map  should  be 
relocated  to  the  Environmental  Setting  Chapter  under 
"Aircraft-Generated  Noise".     Departure  route  D-4  should 
be  shown  over  Brisbane  and  San  Francisco  and  then  turn 
south  down  the  Peninsula  over  South  San  Francisco,  San 
Bruno,  and  Pacifica. 

4.  The  Section  entitled  "FAA  Development  Criteria"  and  the 
accompanying  map  should  be  relocated  to  Chapter  3  Local 
and  Regional  Plans  under  Height  Restrictions  in  Section 
3.1.  The  entire  runway/ taxiway  system  with  all  the 
imaginary  surfaces  should  be  shown.  This  should  be  the 
same  map  that  is  shown  in  the  Airport  Land  Use  Plan. 
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6 . 2  Landside 


1.  The  section  entitled  "Terminal  Aviation  Support"  should 
include  a  full  overview  of  the  terminal  building 
complex  and  the  garage.     The  discussion  should  identify 
the  total  square  footage  for  the  entire  terminal 
building  complex  and  for  each  boarding  area.     It  should 
also  identify  the  type  and  quantity  of  terminal  use 
areas  (i.e.  ticket  counters,  concessions,  etc.). 

2.  The  Terminal  Aviation  Support  section  should  also 
include  a  diagram  of  the  existing  configuration  for  the 
entire  terminal  complex  area. 

3.  The  section  entitled  "Undeveloped  Areas"  should  include 
a  map  that  identifies  all  the  referenced  undeveloped 
areas . 

6.5  Circulation  and  Parking 

1.  The  "Regional  Access",  Freeway  Improvements",  and 
"Internal  Circulation"  sections  should  include  maps 
that  illustrate  the  descriptions  contained  in  the  text 
for  each  section. 

2,  The  "Internal  Circulation"  section  should  include  a 
detailed  map  of  the  terminal  access  road  and  U.S. 
Highway  101  connections  and  roadway  configurations  and 
curb  space  allocations  on  the  arrival  and  departure 
levels . 

6.6  Utility  Systems 

1.      The  "Sanitary  Sewage  Collections  and  Treatment"  section 
should  indicate  the  Airport's  allocated  percentage  in 
the  South  San  Francisco  Sewage  Treatment  Plant. 

7.0  Forecasts 

1.  How  does  the  forecasted  passenger  levels  for 
constrained  and  unconstrained  growth  relate  to  the 
passenger  terminal  complex  design  capacity  of  31 
million  annual  passengers? 

2.  The  passenger  forecast  section  should  explain  why  the 
Master  Plan  forecast  passenger  numbers  are  higher  than 
the  F7^  forecast  numbers.     What  are  the  assumptions  for 
each  set  of  numbers?  (see  Tables  7.1  and  7.2.) 

3.  The  forecast  chapter  should  indicate  what  is  a 
realistic  growth  rate  for  the  airport  and  maximum 
levels  for  passengers,  operations,  airfield  capacity, 
and  air  space  capacity.     What  are  the  practical  limits. 
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given  physical  and  environmental  constraints?  This 
discussion  should  address  the  noise,  traffic,  and  air 
quality  impacts  on  the  airport  environs  cities. 

Passengers 

1.      The  "Regional  Forecast  "  and  "San  Francisco  Forecast" 

sections  should  include  more  discussion  on  deregulation 
and  mergers  and  their  effect  on  passenger  demand  and 
forecasts. 

Air  Freight 

1.      This  section  should  include  a  discussion  of  the 
relationship  of  air  freight  activity  (loaded  and 
unloaded)  with  aircraft  operations.     It  is  important  to 
understand  this  relationship  so  the  resulting  aircraft 
operations  can  be  correlated  with  their  noise  impact 
(i.e.  nighttime  operations). 

Operations 

1.  The  "Aircraft  Mix"  section  should  include  a  forecast 
mix  of  aircraft  by  Stage  2  and  Stage  3  aircraft.  This 
information  will  be  helpful  in  evaluating  the  fleet 
turnover  to  Stage  3  aircraft  and  the  resulting  noise 
reduction  on  departure.     It  will  also  provide  a  direct 
connection  to  the  Airports  Commission's  new  noise 
regulation. 

2.  The  "Gate  Forecast"  section  should  indicate  the  actual 
total  number  of  gates  at  the  airport.    The  future  gate 
utilization  analysis  should  include  the  constrained  and 
unconstrained  scenarios. 

3.  The  "Operations  Forecast"  section  should  consider  the 
effect  of  recent  airline  mergers  and  airline  departure 
schedules . 

4.  This  chapter  should  also  include  a  detailed  analysis  of 
airspace  capacity  in  the  Bay  Tra con  jurisdiction  area 
and  its  effect  on  airfield  capacity  and  aircraft 
operations  at  the  airport.     Even  if  the  airfield 
capacity  could  handle  the  forecasted  growth,  the 
airspace  capacity  may  significantly  limit  that  growth. 

5.  The  "Airfield  Capacity"  section  should  also  discuss  in 
more  detail  the  IFR  delay  problem  and  the  potential  for 
slotting. 
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OFFICE    OF  THE 

CITY  COUNCIL 
(415)  877-8500 


September  1,  1987 


Mr.  John  Costas,  Project  Manager 
Airport  Master  Plan  Program 
San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

REGARDING:     Additional  Comment  on  Master  Plan  Revised  Working 
Paper  A  for  San  Francisco  International  Airport 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

The  "Aircraft  -  Generated  Noise"  section  of  the  Environmental 
Setting  Chapter  should  include  a  reference  to  the  Airport's 
funding  commitment  to  the  existing  and  future  noise  insulation 
programs  for  noise  impacted  cities.  The  text  should  address  the 
existing  funding  commitment,  as  required  by  the  Airport  Noise 
Variance,  and  significant  acceleration  of  future  funding. 

Please  include  this  as  part  of  our  previous  comments  on  Revised 
Working  Paper  A.     Thank  you  for  your  cooperation. 

icerely , 

)berta  Cerri  Teglia 
Counci Iwoman 

RCT:DFC: jy 
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400  GRAND  AVENUE    •    P.O.    BOX  711    -  94083 


RESPONSE  TO  SOUTH  SAN  FRANCISCO'S  COMMENTS 


GENERAL 

A  number  of  specific  comments  have  been  made  on  the  format  and  content  of 
Working  Paper  A.  While  SFIA  appreciates  these  comments,  with  regard  to 
format,  SFIA  is  satisfied  with  the  format  based  upon  our  review  and  all  others 
who  have  reviewed  the  report.  With  regard  to  content,  additional  information 
and  analysis  will  be  provided  only  if  it  is  necessary  and  within  the  scope  of 
the  study.  Working  Paper  A,  by  addendum,  will  incorporate  this  additional 
information  unless  it  !.s  to  be  covered  in  subsequent  working  papers  or  the 
Master  Plan  EIR.  Specific  changes  to  format  and  content  that  have  merit  are 
incorporated  into  the  following  response  to  comments  from  South  San  Francisco. 

SPECIFIC 

1.0.1  -    See  response  to  City  of  Brisbane  1.0 
1.0.2  -    See  response  to  City  of  Brisbane  1.0. 

1.0.3  -  The  work  program  and  task  schedule  will  be  revised  to  reflect  the 
current  status.  This  will  be  presented  under  separate  cover.  Coordination 
with  outside  entitles  and  other  Airport  studies  requires  a  flexible  Master 
Plan  schedule. 

1.0.4  -    See  response  to  1.0.3 

1.0.5  -    See  general  response  to  South  San  Francisco  comments 

1.0.6  -    By  addendum,  this  paragraph  will  be  eliminated,  as  it  is  redundant. 

3.0.1  -  Although  primarily  located  on  unincorporated  land  within  San  Mateo 
County,  San  Francisco  International  Airport  is  owned  by  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  and  therefore  is  not  subject  to  the  land  use  regulations  of  the 
County  of  San  Mateo.  Portions  of  SFIA  property  located  within  the  City  of 
South  San  Francisco  are  also  not  subject  to  the  land  use  regulations  of  the 
City  of  South  San  Francisco.  This  is  because,  according  to  State  law,  a 
public  entity  (in  this  case  SFIA)  that  owns  property  located  in  another 
jurisdiction  is  exempted  from  the  zoning  regulations  of  the  jurisdiction  in 
which  the  property  is  located.  Nevertheless,  land  uses  at  the  airport  impact 
local  and  regional  plans  and  policies  and  activities.  Under  current  State 
law,  San  Mateo  County's  land  use  regulations  have  limited  influence  over  San 
Francisco  International  Airport.  Becuase  of  this  lack  of  local  jurisdiction, 
there  Is  no  formal  mechanism,  other  than  CEQA  and  the  Airport  Land  Use 
Planning  Law,  for  the  airport  to  submit  development  plans  to  local  communities 
that  are  most  impacted  by  airport  operations.  In  order  to  address  the 
concerns  of  neighboring  communities  over  environmental  issues,  several 
agencies  are  working  together  under  the  Airport/Community  Roundtable,  which  is 
made  up  of  representatives  from  San  Mateo  County,  the  Airport  Land  Use 
Commission,  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  and  the  Airports  Commission. 

3.0.2  -  By  addendum,  reference  to  the  Joint  Powers  Board  is  omitted  and 
Airport /Community  Roundtable  is  added. 
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3.0.3a  -  For  the  purpose  and  scope  of  the  Master  Plan  it  is  not  necessary  to 
cite  specific  provisions  of  the  State  Aeronautics  Act  covering  Airport  Land 
Use  Commissi  (in  legislation.  Every  city  in  the  county  is  In  receipt  and  should 
be  well  \/ersed  on  this  legislation.  The  relationship  between  the  Airport 
Master  Plan  and  the  County  Airport  Land  Use  Plan  is  sufficiently  covered  in 
Working  Paper  A.     See  General  Response  to  S.S.F.  comments.. 

3.0.3b  -  By  addendum,  this  section  is  retitled  "Noise/Land  Use  Compatibility" 
and  additional  Information  is  provided. 

3.0. 3c  -  No  change  warranted.     See  General  Response  to  S.S.F  comments. 

3.0. 3d  -  No  change  warranted.  See  General  Response  to  S.S.F.  comments  and 
T.0.3a. 

3.0. 3e  -  By  addendum  Fig.  3.1  will  be  retitled  "Airport  Environs  Area"  and 
corrections  made  as  noted.  The  map  will  not  be  relocated.  See  General 
Response  to  S.S.F,  comments. 

3.0.4a  -  By  addendum  this  section  will  be  retitled  "Airport  Environs  Cities 
General  Plans". 

3.0.4b  -  By  addendum,  an  introductory  paragraph  is  included  in  the  "Airport 
Environs  Cities  General  Plans"  section. 


3.0.4c,d,e,f,g  -  By  addendum,  the  South  San  Francisco  section  has  been 
updated  and  expanded. 

3.0.5  -  See  General  Response  to  S.S.F.  comments 

3.0.6  -  By  addendum  the  "Regional  Airport  Plans"  section  has  been  updated  and 
expanded. 

3.0.7  -  See  General  Response  to  S.S.F.  comments. 

4.0.1  -  See  General  Response  to  S.S.F.  comments 

4.0.2  -  See  General  Response  to  S.S.F.   comments  and  response  to  Brisbane 

comments  Page  3,  Paragraphs  1,2,  &  3. 


4.0.3  -  See  General  Response  to  S.S.F.  comments. 
4.0.4  -  See  General  Response  to  S.S.F.  comments. 
5.0.1  -    See  General  Response  to  S.S.F,  comments. 


5.0.2  -  Commission  policies  regarding  ground  transportation  are  in  the 
formulation  process  and  thereby  subject  to  change,  discussion  of  policies  at 
this  time  is  unwarranted.  The  final  Master  Plan  and  EIR  will  address  and 
reflect  the  Commissions  policies  on  ground  transportation  at  the  Airport. 

6.0.1  -  By  addendum  SFIA's  Airport  Layout  Plan  as  submitted  to  the  FAA  will 
be  included  in  the  "Inventory  of  Facilities"  Section. 


II  -  30 


6.0.2  - 


Arrival  use  percentages  are  correct. 


6.1.1  -    See  General  Response  to  S.S.F.  Comments. 

6.1.2  -    See  General  Response  to  S.S.F.  Comments  and  response  to  6.0.1. 

6.1.3  -    See  General  Response  to  S.S.F,  comments  and  response  to  Brisbane  6.0. 

6.1.4  -    See  General  Response  to  S.S.F.  comments. 

6.2.1  -  SFIA  has  a  Terminal  Area  Master  Plan  that  will  be  completely 
implemented  by  June  1,  1988.  By  addendum,  table  6.3  will  include  square 
footage  of  Terminal  complex.     See  General  Response  to  S.S.F.  comments. 

6.2.2  -    See  response  to  6.2.1. 

6.2.3  -  Undeveloped  areas  are  depicted  In  Fig.  6.5. 

6.5.1  -  Sufficient  reference  maps  are  included  in  Working  Paper  A.  See 
General  Response  to  S.S.F.  comments. 

6.5.2  -    See  response  to  6.5.1. 

6.6.1  -  The  Master  Plan  EIR  will  address  allocated  percentages  to  the  S.S.F. 
sewage  treatment  plant.     See  General  Response  to  comments. 

7.0.1  -  The  forecast  levels  exceed  31  million  annual  passengers  and  are  not 
related  to  any  previously  determined  estimated  airport  capacity  limitations. 

7.0.2  -  The  FAA  forecasts  are  done  in  a  'top-down'  method  which  disaggregates 
a  forecast  for  the  entire  U.S.  aviation  market.  In  this  disaggregation 
aviation  growth  the  Bay  Area  share  is  considered  to  grow  at  a  rate  less  than 
the  average  for  the  U.S.  We  disagree  with  this  assumption.  The  Master  Plan 
forecasts  are  based  upon  an  evaluation  of  the  Bay  Area  activity  which,  as 
described  in  the  text,  results  Ln  a  projection  of  higher  passenger  levels  than 
the  FAA. 

7.0.3  -  The  idea  of  a  realistic  growth  rate  is  subjective.  The  growth 
implied  by  the  Master  Plan  forecasts  are  realistic  in  as  much  as  the  forecast 
itself  is  realistic  and  given  that  growth  rate  itself  declines  from  its 
current  rate,  to  one  of  only  1.5%  by  the  year  2006.  The  maximum  level  for 
airfield  capacity  given  current  and  foreseeable  future  technology  has  been 
addressed  in  SectLon  7.3  (Airfield  Capacity)  of  Working  Paper  A.  Airfield 
capacity  is  seen  to  be  the  limiting  factor  during  the  peak  hour  and 
particularly  during  IFR  conditions.  Passenger  and  operations  capacities  are 
relatively  dynamic  and  an  airspace  capacity  evaluation  is  beyond  the  scope  of 
the  Master  Plan.  Practical  limits  are  also  dynamic  and  are  dependent  on  the 
habits  and  tolerance  of  passengers,  and  on  the  operating  procedures  of  the 
airlines.  Envionmental  impacts  of  any  proposed  solutions  will  be  addressed  in 
following  working  papers  and  the  EIR. 

7.1.1  -  The  forecasts  make  note  of  deregulation  and  consolidation  and  take 
into  account  current  predictions  of  the  resulting  impacts.  No  unusual 
clairvoyance  is  claimed   in  predicting  unforseen  future  impacts  of  these 
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C  ren(is. 


7.2.1  -  The  Master  Plan  EIR  will  review  and  analyze  the  relationship  between 
air  freight  activity  &  aircraft  operations  as  it  relates  to  noise  impact. 

7.3.1  -  The  Master  Plan  EIR  will  address  the  aircraft  mix  by  stage  type  as  it 
relates  to  noise  impact  and  development  of  the  Airport's  proposed  new  noise 
abatement  regulation. 

7.3.2  -  The  gate  forecast  implies  the  number  of  gates  required  at  the  airport 
to  meet  increased  demand.  The  constrained  scenario  implies  that  the  existing 
number  of  gates  will  have  to  suffice  for  the  indefinite  future.  (80  gates 
upon  completion  of  the  terminal  modernization  and  replacement  program).  The 
actual  number  of  gates  will  therefore  either  be  the  existing  number  of  gates 
or  some  quantity  approaching  the  forecast  number  of  gates. 

7.3.3  -    See  response  to  7.1.1. 

7.3.4  -  Airfield  capacity  is  seen  as  the  limiting  factor  in  projecting  future 
daily  and  peak  hour  operations.  Airspace  management  and  planning  is  outside 
the  scope  of  this  master  plan  and  is  under  the  control  and  direction  of  the 
FAA.  However,  with  confidence  it  is  predicted  that  Federal  Airways  and 
Airspace  system,  by  demand,  will  continue  to  improve  in  efficiency  and 
capacity  given  current  and  forecast  funding  levels  for  improvements. 

7.3.5  -  The  slotting  question  is  complex  and  involves  federal,  state,  local 
and  industry  plolicLes  and  politics.  Airfield  capacity  upon  which  any 
slotting  would  inevitably  be  based  has  been  evaluated  in  the  consideration  of 
forecast  daily  traffic  as  described  in  Section  7.3  of  Working  Paper  A. 
Further  detail  on  IFR  delays  and  contingencies  is  not  seen  as  relevant  in  the 
planning  for  annual  levels  of  traffic.  It  is  clear  that  delays  would  be 
substantial.  Passenger  and  airline  adaptation  to  these  periodic  delays  is  an 
indeterminate. 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning 


450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA94102 


ADMINISTRATION 

(415)  558-6414/558-6411 

CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
(415)  558-6414 
PLANS  AND  PROGRAMS 
(415)  558-6264 

IMPLEMENTATION  /  ZONING  August   12,  1987 


John  Costas 

Planning  and  Construction 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 

San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Master  Plan  Working  Paper 
for  the  airport.    The  two  major  concerns  of  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review 
regard  the  schedule  and  the  environmental  setting  section,  and  are  detailed 
below. 

The  first  issue  is  the  EIR  schedule.    As  you  have  already  been  informed, 
an  EIR  requirement  must  be  completed  once  we  receive  a  full  project 
description.    Generally  this  is  prepared  in  conjunction  with  an  Initial  Study 
which  would  add  about  8  weeks  to  the  overall  schedule.    If  you  choose  to  not 
have  an  Initial  Study  prepared,  then  about  4  weeks  would  need  to  be  added  to 
the  schedule  in  order  to  accommodate  review  of  the  additional  environmental 
topics  which  would  be  in  this  EIR  compared  to  a  focused  EIR.    As  you  have 
already  been  informed,  there  is  also  a  45-day  comment  period  (which  includes  a 
public  hearing)  required  for  the  Draft  EIR.    This  comment  period  does  not 
appear  in  the  schedule  yet  it  is  mandated  by  state  law.    Based  on  the  above,  a 
more  reasonable  schedule  would  be  to  have  the  EIR  finalized  between  the  end  of 
June  through  the  end  of  July,  1988. 

The  above  schedule  is  contingent  upon  this  office  receiving  a  completed 
application  with  a  final  project  description  by  the  end  of  August  1987.  In 
addition,  this  schedule  is  based  on  this  office  reviewing  an  EIR  under  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA).    As  you  are  aware,  federal 
environmental  review  is  also  necessary  for  this  project.    Until  you  submit  a 
complete  description  of  the  project  and  alternatives,  this  office  will  be 
unable  to  estimate  additional  time  that  may  be  needed  for  processing  this 
project  under  federal  environmental  law. 

The  second  issue  regards  the  environmental  setting  section.    The  general 
level  of  analysis  appears  appropriate  for  a  Master  Plan.    Additional  specific 
information  may  be  needed  for  the  EIR  as  well  as  the  inclusion  of 
environmental  topics  such  as  transportation,  air  quality,  and  biology. 

If  you  have  any  comments  or  concerns  regarding  these  comments,  please 
contact  me  at  558-6382. 


(415)558-6377 


Sincerely, 


SALLY  MAXWELL 

Planner  IV,  Environmental  Review  Office 


SEM:eh 
SEM:28 
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RESPONSE  TO  SAN  FRANCISCO  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING  COMMENTS 


The  initial  study  has  been  completed  and  submitted  to  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review  (OER).  Based  on 
meetings  between  the  OER,  Airport  and  Master  Plan  EIR  consultant's  staff,  a 
revised  schedule  will  be  developed  that  will  reflect  the  time  required  for  OER 
to  review  and  process  the  EIR  documents  in  accordance  with  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act. 

The  Master  Plan  EIR  will  cover,  in  greater  detail,  those  environmental  topics 
addressed  in  Working  Paper  A  as  well  as  any  additional  topics  required  by 
state  law. 
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Department  of  Environmental  Management 

Pls«\ning  and  Development  Division 


Xl  Planning  Division  •  415/363  41  ei 

Mail  Drop  5500  •  590  Hamilton  Street  •  Redwood  City  •  California  94063 

□  Building  Inspection  Section  •  415/363  46oi 

Mail  Drop  5514  •  590  Hamilton  Street  •  Redwood  City  •  California  94063 

COUNTY  OF  SAN  MATEO 


August  19,  1987 


BOARD  OF  SUPERVISORS 

ANNA  G.  ESHOO 
MARY  GRIFFIN 
TOM  HUENING 
TOM  NOLAN 

WILLIAM  J.  SCHUMACHER 

PLANNING  DIRECTOR 

CHRISTINE  M.  GOUIG 


Mr.  John  Costas 
Assistant  Administrator 
P.O.  Box  8097 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  Working  Paper  "A"  of  the  Airport 
Commission's  Master  Plan  program.    These  comments  reflect  our  perspective  as 
the  County  Planning  staff.    As  you  are  aware,  we  also  serve  as  staff  to  the 
Regional  Planning  Committee  of  San  Mateo  County  and  the  RPC  Airport  Land  Use 
Committee.    These  organizations  are  sponsoring  a  public  forum  on  the  Working 
Paper  later  this  month.    Hopefully,  the  official  comments  and  public  input 
offered  at  the  forum  will  assist  your  planning  process.    For  the  most  part, 
our  comments  are  made  from  a  Countywide  viewpoint.    Some  are  phrased  as  ques- 
tions which  we  think  should  be  addressed  in  your  planning  process.  Several 
comments  concern  specific  factual  matters. 

Many  residents  of  San  Mateo  County,  particularly  those  in  the  North  County 
communities  close  to  the  Airport,  will  wish  to  assess  the  probable  effects 
which  any  proposed  changes  in  Airport  facilities  and  operations  would  have  on 
their  living  environment.    Their  concerns  are  primarily  focused  on  noise, 
traffic  congestion,  air  quality,  and  local  economic  impacts  of  Airport-related 
development.    Questions  which  should  be  addressed  in  a  systematic  way  are: 
What  are  the  likely  consequences  of  increases  in  annual  passenger  volumes  of 
9  to  13  million  over  the  next  decade,  plus  changes  in  cargo  handling  and  other 
operations,  for  (1)  noise  levels  and  the  geographic  distribution  of  noise  im- 
pacts, (2)  congestion  of  freeways  and  local  streets,  (3)  deterioration  of  air 
quality,  and  (4)  impacts  on  employment  and  economic  development,  both  at  the 
Airport  and  in  nearby  areas? 

The  Working  Paper  seems  to  focus  primarily  on  the  demand/capacity  equation  in 
an  airport  facility  frame-of-reference ;  it  addresses  external  impacts  of 
possible  changes  only  peripherally.    No  doubt  the  required  environmental  re- 
view will  examine  most  of  these  concerns  at  some  point.    However,  we  believe 
it  is  important  to  identify  and  quantify  (to  the  degree  possible)  these  types 
of  impacts  early  in  the  planning  process  and  to  set  the  parameters  of  future 
Airport  expansion  before  specific  alternatives  for  changes  in  infrastructure 
are  considered.    We  realize  that  this  analysis  involves  dealing  with  complex 
interrelationships,  and  even  with  some  virtual  future  "unknowns."  Neverthe- 
less, we  feel  that  an  attempt  should  be  made  to  portray  in  some  detail  likely 
scenarios  of  community  impacts  for  several  types  and  degrees  of  possible 
future  development. 
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Mr.  John  Costas 


-  2  - 


August  19,  1987 


We  have  some  concern  about  the  apparent  lack  of  coordination  of  planning  and 
regulatory  efforts  within  the  Airport  organization,  as  well  as  with  coordina- 
tion of  Airport  plans  with  those  of  other  jurisdictions.    For  example,  the 
Airports  Commission  is  currently  formulating  a  far-reaching  revision  of  the 
Airport's  noise  regulations,  including  phased  reductions  in  noisy  aircraft. 
Consideration  of  a  significant  expansion  of  Airport  facilities  would  appear  to 
raise  the  question  of  whether  increased  noise  impacts  would  follow.  There- 
fore, it  appears  that  several  questions  should  be  asked  and  answered  at  this 
point:    (1)  What  are  the  Airport's  specific  objectives  for  improving  the  noise 
environment?    (2)  How  will  possible  changes  in  the  scale  and  location  of 
facilities  at  the  Airport  affect  the  attainment  of  these  goals?    (3)  How  will 
Airport  noise  regulations  be  coordinated  with  the  facilities  planning  program 
for  the  Airport? 

Another  concern  is  with  the  implications  of  a  statement  appearing  on  page 
7.0:    "San  Francisco  International  Airport  is  reactive  to  and  acts  only  as  a 
conduit  to  serve  the  economic  growth  of  the  Bay  Area."    Certainly,  there  is  an 
obvious  relationship  between  transportation  facilities  and  economic  growth 
capability.    However,  policy  at  the  Airport  is  determined  by  human  decision- 
makers who  have  considerable  authority  to  regulate  Airport  growth  or  to  cause 
activities  to  be  redirected  to  locations  in  the  regions  where  possible  adverse 
impacts  would  be  minimized.    Regional  airport  planning  principles,  such  as 
those  contained  in  the  ABAG/MTC  Regional  Airport  Plan,  could  provide  some 
guidance  in  making  these  decisions.    In  other  words,  the  Airport  "conduit"  can 
be  sized  to  accommodate  legitimate  local  environmental  concerns  as  well  as  the 
requirements  of  healthy  regional  economic  expansion.    The  time  for  serious 
regional  cooperation  in  airport  planning  appears  to  be  long  overdue. 

Some  relatively  minor  corrections  should  be  made  in  the  Working  Paper.  There 
is  a  reference  to  the  "Joint  Powers  Board"  (page  3.1,  first  paragraph).  That 
body  was  dissolved  after  the  Joint  Airport  Land  Use  Study  was  completed  in 
1980.    Its  successor,  in  a  sense,  is  the  Airport/Community  Roundtable,  which 
now  provides  an  effective  forum  for  Airport-local  dialogue.    The  map  on  page 
4.3  (Fig.  4.1)  does  not  appear  to  correctly  portray  the  annual  65  CNEL  noise 
impact  boundary  for  the  second  quarter  of  1986.    A  corrected  or  updated  con- 
tour map  should  be  substituted. 

We  look  forward  to  a  continuing  role  in  the  local  review  process  which  you 
have  established  for  the  Airport  Master  Plan  project.    If  you  have  questions 
about  any  of  our  comments  or  related  matters,  please  feel  free  to  contact  our 
staff  at  any  time. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Christine  M.  Gouig 
Planning  Director 

CMG:MDB/jmr  -  J1A09915 

cc:    Supervisor  Mary  Griffin 

RPC/ALUC  Member  Jurisdictions 
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RESPONSES  TO  SAN  MATEO  COUNTY  DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  MANAGEMENT 


GENERAL 

The  comments  on  noise  impact  and  coordination  of  studies  are  well  received  and 
have  been  primarily  addressed  in  response  to  other  cities'  comments  and  in 
Section  I  -  Introduction. 

SPECIFIC 

Page  7.0  ,  Paragraph  6  -  With  regard  to  the  statement  that  the  "Airport  is 
reactive  to  and  acts  only  to  serve  the  economic  growth  of  the  Bay  Area",  this 
statement  was  made  in  relationship  to  the  potential  realization  of  the 
unconstrained  forecasts  for  SFIA,  as  surrounding  communities  embark  upon  their 
proprietary  plans  for  economic  growth. 

Certainly  governmental  policy  makers  can  exercise  some  authority  by  making 
decisions  to  balance  both  positive  and  negative  impacts  that  airport  growth 
might  produce.  However,  it  is  questionable  whether  there  is  considerable 
local  authority  that  can  regulate  airport  growth  when  considering  Federal 
domain  over  the  Airways  and  Airport  System.  We  can  certainly,  as  is  currently 
being  pursued  via  the  proposed  new  noise  abatement  regulation,  attempt  to 
regulate,  or  mitigate  if  you  will,  the  negative  impacts  imposed  by  Airport 
operations  on  surrounding  communities.  But  the  mechanism  within  the  Airport 
governing  bodies  domain  to  regulate,  are  not  unlimited  nor  simplistically 
carried  out.  Additionally,  some  controlling  factors  are  out  of  direct  reach 
such  as  an  air  carriers  desire  and  ability  to  serve  a  particular  economic 
market,  via  that  markets  airport.  Their  desire  is  driven  by  a  myriad  of 
factors,  including  but  not  limited  to,  customer  demand  and  service,  market 
identification  and  inducement,  ability  to  use  alternate  airports,  etc. 
Regional  planning  can  certainly  help  but  not  by  arbitrarily  allocating  growth 
to  individual  airports  in  an  airport  system  without  considering  their 
physical,  political  and  environmental  ability  to  accept  that  growth,  the 
balance  and  coordinated  growth  of  a  city  and  its  airport,  and  the  competitive 
growth  patterns  between  cities. 

Lastly,  although  the  Airport  is  not  defenseless  in  allowing  unrestricted  and 
irresponsible  growth  of  its  facility,  it  does  not  have  unlimited  control  of 
that  growth  when  considering  the  external  factors  cited  in  chapter  7.0,  page 
7.0  of  Working  Paper  A. 

Page  3.1,  Paragraph  1  -  By  addendum  reference  to  the  Joint  Powers  Board  is 
omitted  as  replaced  by  the  Airport  Community  Roundtable. 

Page  4.3,  Fig.  4.1  -  By  addendum  the  map  will  be  corrected  and  updated. 
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AIRLINES 
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Qantas  Airways  Limited 


(Incorporated  in  Quae<^sla^>d)  | 

San  Francisco  Inti  Airport 

San  Francisco  Calif.  94128  i 

Telephone:  877-3811  Area  Code  415  | 

Telegraphic:  Qantas 

Telex:  7-3811  J 


MTBA/1721 


August  Ik,  1987 

Mr.  John  Costas 
Airports  Commission 
International  Airport 
P.O.  Box  8097 
San  Francisco,  CA.  9^1128 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

Airport  Master  Plan  -  Working  Paper  "A" 

We  have  received  our  Management's  notes  on  the  above  Working  Paper, 
and  the  three  areas  noted  should  be  combined  into  a  final  solution  to 
meet  the  20  year  plan: 


1.  Absorb  existing  Pan  Am  gates  into  the  SFFFC  organisation  to 
ensure  all  carriers  operating  at  the  terminal  have  equal  access, 
under  the  same  economic  scenario. 

This  will  achieve  absolute  maximum  utilization  of  the  existing 
facilities. 

2.  Explore  the  potential  of  achieving  more  gates  on  the  existing 
terminal,  via  engineering  re-design  or  extension  to  the  present 
building.    Note:  the  end  result  must  have  the  ability  to  accommod 
aircraft  type  at  least  to  the  747-500  series  level. 

3.  Establishment  of  remote  parking  with  passenger  busing  ability  to 
FIS.   This  to  meet  demand,  particularly  for  arriving  carriers  when 
gate  in  unavailable  at  the  terminal  and  for  carriers  with  extended 
ground  time  (in  excess  of  3  hours). 

Sincerely, 


S.  Oana 

A/Airport  Manager,  SFO 


SO:rmd 
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RESPONSE  TO  QANTAS  COMMENTS 


The  specific  requests  for  facility  modifications  will  be  addressed  in 
subsequent  working  papers  and  in  the  final  Master  Plan  when  facility 
requirements  are  determined,  conceptual  development  alternatives  are 
reviewed,  and  a    preferential  concept  is  developed. 
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BUTLER  aviariaiM 
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August  12,  1987 


Mr.  John  Costas 
Airports  Commission 

San  Francisco  International  Airport 
San  Francisco,   CA  94128 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

At  your  request  I  have  reviewed  the  Airport  Master  Plan  -  working 
paper  "A" . 

I  have  noted  that  very  little  has  been  said  about  General  Aviation 
which  comprises  private,  corporate  and  air  taxi  aircraft.  All 
Three  (3)  categories  bring  business  executives,  vacationers,  and 
others  to  San  Francisco  International  Airport  either  for  business 
or  personal  needs  in  the  city  or  to  feed  the  scheduled  airlines. 

What  concerns  me  is  a  comment  on  page  7.15  that  General  Aviation 
could  be  "squeezed  out"  due  to  slotting  on  ecpnomic  disincentives. 
Well  not  too  long  ago  the  former  FAA  Administrator,  Donald  Engen 
was  quoted  as  saying  that  business  aviation  will  grow  as  consumers 
realize  there  is  an  attractive  alternative  to  delay  and  flight 
cancellations  when  dealing  with  the  commercial  airlines. 

With  that  quote  in  mind,  rather  than  squeeze  anyone  out  it  is  my 
fervent  hope  that  all  users,  the  airports  commission  and  staff  and 
consultants  combine  their  talents  to  find  a  solution  to  accomodate 
all  airport  users. 

Sincerely, 

BUTLER^  AVIATION  -  SAN  FRANCISCO,  INC. 


Paul  H.  Bartnek 

Vice  President/General  Manager 


PHB: jg 


cc : 


L.  A.  Turpen,  Director  of  Airports 
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RESPONSE  TO  BUTLER  AVIATION  COMMENTS 


GENERAL  -  Additional  discussion  and  planning  for  general  avaition  facilities 
will  be  addressed  in  a  Master  Plan  Working  Paper  B  conceptual  development. 

SPECIFIC 

Page  7«15  -  With  regard  to  the  statement  "General  aviation  and  smaller 
aircraft  will  be  "squeezed  out"  due  to  slotting  or  economic  disincentivese" , 
this  was  one  of  five  possible  outcomes  addressed  that  at  this  time  could  be 
forseen,  if  future  peak  hour  operations  significantly  exceed  the  airfield's 
capacity.  This  outcome  was  addressed  because  it  is  clear  that  capacity 
constraints,  congestion,  and  increasing  concerns  about  safety  will  put  an 
increased  pressure  on  the  airport  to  maximize  the  utilization  of  its  airfield 
resources.  This  may  result,  as  it  has  at  other  major  hub  airports,  in  the 
displacement  of  much  of  the  general  aviation  activity  to  surrounding  airports. 
However,  there  may  be  other  unforseen  outcomes  that  have  not  been  addressed. 

Objectively  the  Airport  would  like  to  accommodate  all  airport  users' 
requirements,  however,  as  conflicts  occur,  policy  will  be  formulated 
establishing  priorities  in  serving  the  public. 
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA— BUSINESS,  TRANSPORTATION  AND  HOUSING  AGENCY 


GEORGE  DEUKMEJIAN,  Go^ 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 


BOX  7310 

SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94120 
(415)  923-4444 


July  31,  1987 


Mr.  John  Costas 

Airports  Commission 

City  &  County  of  San  Francisco 

P.   0.   Box  8097 

S.F.   International  Airport 

San  Francisco,  CA  94128 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

Thank  you  for  forwarding  your  Working  Paper  "A"  for  the  Airport 
Master  Plan  which  you  are  now  preparing. 

We  have  reviewed  your  plan  and  have  just  a  few  minor  comments 
to  make  as  follows: 


On  page  3.6  under  the  Circulation  and  Transportation 
Element,  you  mention  that  the  Gateway  Boulevard 
extension  has  been  proposed .     This  extension  has 
been  constructed  and  is  now  open  to  traffic. 

On  page  6.18  under  Freeway  Improvements,  you  mention 

"  the  Airport  and  Caltrans    (The  California  Division 

of  Highways)   ".     This  should  read  "  the  Airport 

and  Caltrans    (The  California  Dept.  of  Transportation)   ". 

On  the  next  page,   first  paragraph,  under  the  Full 
Access  Al ternati ve ,  you  mention  the  construction  of  new 
on  and  off  ramps  to  U.S.   101.     The  Freeway  Agreement 
shows  southbound  on  and  off  ramps  only.     I  assume 
these  are  the  ramps  you  are  referring  to. 


Again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  report.  I 
look  forward  to  the  next  report. 

Sincerely  yours, 

BURCH  C.  BACHTOLD 
Dis trie  t^Direc tor 


FRMnK  C.   TEDE3C0,  Chief 
Project  Development  -  Peninsula 

cc:     L.A.  Turpen 

Director  of  Airports 

Airport  Commission 

City  &  Co.   of  S.F.  TT 

P.   0.   Box  8097 

S.  F.    Intl.  Airport 

San  Francisco,   CA  93128^^^) 


STATE  Of  CALIFORNIA-BUSINESS,  TRANSPORTATION  AND  HOUSING  AGENCY 


GEORGE  DEUKMEJIAN,  Governor 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 


DIVISION  OF  AERONAUTICS 


1130  K  STREET- 4TH  FLOOR 
1AIL;  P  O.  BOX  942874 
JaCRAMENTO,  CA  94274-0001 
(916)  322-3090 
TDD  (916)  323-7665 


August   14.  1987 


Mr.    John  Costas 

San   Francisco   International  Airport 

P.    0.    Box  8097 

San   Francisco,    CA  94128 

Dear  Mr.  Costas: 

The  Division   of   Aeronautics   has   reviewed   the   "Revised  Working 
Paper  A"   for   the   SFIA  Master   Plan  with   respect   to   areas  germane 
to    its  mandated   responsibility.      The   sections   on  Local  and 
Regional   Plans,    Aircraft-Generated  Noise   and  Ground  Access  appear 
to   be   quite   comprehensively   covered.      The   opportunity   for  input 
into  your   planning   process    is   very   much  appreciated. 

Thank  you   again   for   the   opportunity   of    reviewing   and  commenting 
on   subject  document. 

Sincerely, 

JACK  D.  KEMMERLY,  Chief 
Divi/«>i.on   of  Aeronautics 


Kenneth  J.  Payne 
Transportation  Planner 
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RESPONSE  TO  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  -  DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION'S  COMMENT 


Page  3.6  -  By  addendum  the  Gateway  Boulevard  extension  will  be  corrected  to 
identify  its  completion. 

Page  6.18,  Paragraph  13  -  By  addendum  "(The  California  Division  of  Highways)" 
will  be  changed  to  read  "(The  California  Department  of  Transportation)". 

Page  6.18,  Paragraph  1   -  The  full  access  alternative  refers  to  a  plan  to 

relocate  the  Limited  Access  Alternative   to  align  with  the  current  Terminal 

Access  Roadway  system.  It  does  not  refer  to  the  southbound  on  and  off  ramps 
under  the  Freeway  Agreement. 
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FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 
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U.S.  Department 
of  Transportation 

United  States 
Coast  Guard 


i 


Commanding  Officer 
Coast  Guard  Air  Station 


San  Francisco, 
94128-5000 
(415)  876-2910 
(FTS)  466-2910 


5216 

3  August  1987 

Mr.   L.   A.  Turpen 

Director  of  Airport 

San  Francisco  Int'l  Airport 

San  Francisco,   California  94128 

Dear  Mr.  Turpen: 

Thank  you  for  providing  a  copy  of  Working  Paper  "A"  for  my 
review.     I  find  the  content  interesting  and  informative  but  do 
not  find  comments  necessary  at  this  time. 

Please  include  this  Air  Station  in  the  review  process  of  future 
working  papers  and  the  final  master  plan.     Your  consideration  is 
appreciated . 


Siacerely, 


IBERT  C.  GRAVING 
Commander,  U.  S.  Coast  Guard 
Commanding  Officer 
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from  Jessie  Bracker 

Re:  Airport  Master  Plan  A'  revised  draft 


317  San  Pablo,. 
Mlllbrae,  GA  9^030 
August,  4,  1987 


Dear  Mr.  Gostas,  Mr.  Turpen  and  Airport  Oommiss loners. 


I  have  read  the  San  Francisco  International  Master  Plan  A  forlthe 
Airport  (  the  revised  draft).     I  have  found  some  mistakes  that:  I  bfelieve 
should  be  corrected  as  listed  below-^ 

Pages  3.4  and  3*5    re. — Mlllbrae  General  Plan — 

In  the  General  Plan  the  whole  city  of  Mlllbrae  is  shown  on  a  map 
as  divided  into  4  sepprate  specific  descriptive  Action  Planning  Areas 
and  it  is  therefore  Incorrect  for  your  document  to  single  out  only 
one  area  as  a  specific  planning  area-  when  there  are  designated  plans 
for  all  areas  of  the  city  which  should  ■feieulel  be  so  stated  in  your 
document » 

Page  3*5  Noise  Element — 

Noise  GJontour  Line  Maps  I  have  seen  show  the  so-called  noisier 
areas  of  Millbre  at  65  to  70  dabUEIi  not  70  to    75  as  statedl 

Page  3.5  liand  UBe  Element*-*-        (4th  sentence  in  par.)  , 

There  are  3  H&sidential  Subdivisions  instead  of  2j<^as  statec^l 
OJhe  third  one  is  N^orth  Mlllbrae  ffiibdlvlsionl 

Page  A/T  Table  6  .3- — Paclllty  Inventory— —  shows 

((j^  Dl'alnage  Pumping  Plant  and  llkewlse-(J^^    but  they  are  not 
shown  on  figure  6*17-  and  should  be  I 

Also  -Uiere  is  no  Detention  Pond  shown  to  be  West  of  Bayshore 
Preewajt  in  Airport  Field,.,  yet  there  Is  a  large  pond  of  "still  wat»r" 
not  draining. located  on  the  property  just  east  of  the  R.R.  Just 
across  from  Santa  Clara  St.,  San  Bruno.    If  it  is  not  a  detention  Pond 
it  should  be  kept  draining! 

Page  6.35  and  Page636  6.7  STORM  DRAINAGE          (it  is  written)— 

''Mlllbrae  Canal,  located  at  So.  end  of  Bayshore  parcel,  in 
addition  to  transporting  ruJaoff  from  Mlllbrae  on  West  ,  also 
Intercepts  water  runoff  from  San  Fellpe-So.  Lomita  Canal  and 
transports  it  to  Airports  Pumping  Station  #3"  (also  read  3rd  and 

4tti^ar. )  That  water  is  not  transported  to  Station  ^^3^    but  is 

charmeled  out  to  the  Bay  alongside  Runway  1R» 

It  should  also  be  written  there  that  v^ater  coming  into 
San  Felipe-  So.  Lomita  Canal  is  not  only  from  Mlllbrae  but  also 
from  Southwesterly  side  of  San  Bruno  and  majority  of  runoff  from 
most  of  Airport  lands  in  field  west  of  Bayshore  Freeway  plus  CalTrans 
lands  from  both  sides       FJ?eeway,  with  at  least  4  nigw?  pipes  bringing 
water  westerly  into  field  from  the  EAS^T  side  of  Bayshore  Pi?eeway 
and  some  of  the  Easterly  Airport  lands  water  runoff  is  also  being 
drained  into  So.  Lomita  Canal,  all  of  which  causes  a  huge  amount  of 
water  to  be  drained>^X^  via:  Mlllbrae  Highline  CJanal  from  San  F&lipe- 
Sb  oLoAtta/Canal  and  it  must  be  notefilhow  very  necessary  it  is  for  the 
Airport  to  keep  those  Oat-.talis  and  all  Debris  from  BLOGKINC  DRAINACSI 
on  those  Canals^  on  ajyearly  basis  I' 

Page  6.35  and  Pig. 6*15  Natural  Gas  Supply  and  Distribution  

My  city  does  not  know  of  a  large  gas  line  running  under  the 
homes  In  Marino  Vista  and  North  Mlllbrae  Subdivisions  but  there  is  one 
running  Parallel  tfe  Bay  St..  easterly  side  on  Airport  Property* 
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RESPONSE  TO  JESSIE  BRACKER'S  COMMENTS 


Pages  3.4  and  3.5  -  Working  Paper  A  identifies  more  than  one  planning  area  in 
Millbrae  but  reviews  the  one  planning  area  directly  affected  by  the  Airport. 
Although  the  city  is  divided  into  specific  Action  Planning  Areas  (referred  to 
as  Planning  Areas  in  this  section),  the  Planning  Area  desribed  in  this 
section,  as  the  portion  of  the  City  between  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  and 
the  Airport  was  noted  due  to  its  immediate  proximity  to  airport  owned  land 
rather  than  as  an  arrea  to  be  singled  out  while  discounting  the  other  Action 
Planning  Areas.  If  the  other  areas  will  be  affected  by  the  Master  Plan  the 
EIR  will  review  these  areas  and  address  the  impacts. 

Page  3.5,  Paragraph  2  -  By  addendum  the  number  of  residential  subdivisions 
will  be  corrected  to  two  to  three  adding  the  north  Millbrae  sub-division. 

Page  3.5,  Paragraph  3  -  By  addendum  the  Millbrae  Noise  Element  discussion  will 
be  corrected  to  reflect  the  correct  noise  level  exposure  -  "between  65  and  70 
dB  CNEL-". 

Page  6.7  -  By  addendum  Fig.  6.17  is  reviewed. 

Page  6.35  &  6.36  -  By  addendum  the  last  sentence  in  the  last  paragraph  on  page 
6.35  under  section  6.7  Storm  Drainage  Pumping  Station  #3  is  changed  to  Pumping 
Station  #1. 

Regarding  the  drainage  canals  on  the  airport  property  west  of  the  Bayshore 
Freeway,  the  Airport  Master  Plan  EIR  will  address  existing  drainage  conditions 
as  well  as  the  area's  environmental  sensitivity  as  potential  wetland  habitats 
relative  to  drainage  canals,  ephemeral  marsh  areas,  etc. 
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CLEAN  AIR  TRANSPORT  SYSTEMS 


Jason  G.  7uen,  Administrator 
Planning  and  Construction 
San  Francisco  International  Airport 
P.O.  Box  8097,  San  Francisco,  CA  9i4l28 


September  2i|,  I987 


Re :  Master  Plan,  Revised  Wo rking  Paper  A 


Dear  Mr.  Yuen: 


W  DO  WE  GET 
E  PEOPLE  IN 
L  THE  HABITABLE 
RUCTURES  WHERE 
EY  WANT  TO  GO 
EN,  EFFICIENTLY, 
D  HAVE 
[AN  AIR? 


Thank  you  for  a  copy  of  the  above -identified  document  for  review 
and  for  these  comments  to  be  included  in  your  next  revision  or 
comments  supplement. 

CLEAN  AXR  TRANSPORT  SYSTEMS  is  particularly  concerned  with 
San  Francisco  International  Airport's  addressing  ground 
access  to  the  airport  by  rail,  for  passengers  and  freight, 
by  the  immediately  adjacent  Caltrain  by  a  new  21+ -hours - 
lighted  station  at  closest  proximity  to  the  main  entrance, 
connected  by  ramp(s)  over  #101  for,  exclusively,  shuttle 
buses,  walkers,  and  bicyclists. 

Ground  access  by  rail  is^  your  responsibility  to  address 
in  the  master  plan.         Casual  references  to  BART  being 
welcomed  do  not  get  you  off  the  hookl         The  omission  to 
seriously  consider  alternatives,  comparatively,  in  costs, 
benefits,  time  for  achievment,  and  processes,  appears  to  be 
related  to  the  profitability  to  the  airport  at  everybody 
else' s  expense  of  air  degradation,  noise,  traffic  congestion, 
and  water  and  land  pollution,    of  people  and  trucks  arriving 
in  enormous  numbers  by  polluting  vehicles  for  which  you  can 
charge  parking  and  franchise  fees. 

CLEAN  AIR  TRANSPORT  SYSTEMS  asks  you  to  include  in  the 
next  revision,  discussion  based  upon  research  and  presenta- 
tion of  facts  appropriate,  of  achieving  rail  access  to  the 
airport  at  earliest  possible  time,  and,  as  appropriate, 
financed  entirely  by  the  airport,  or  otherwise  if  you 
justify. 

Sincerely^ours , 


1 


Dr  NANCY  JF«'ELL  CROSS 
Chief  .Executive  Officer 
CLEAN  AIR. TRANSPORT  SYSTEMS 


A       A  □  oO  A  ODOaO.  O 


301  Vine  street  Menio  Park  California  94025  •  14151854-6882 
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RESPONSE  TO  CLEAN  AIR  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEMS'  COMMENTS 


Additional  discussion  of  ground  access  and  mass  transit  options  to  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  will  be  covered  in  Working  Paper  B  under 
facility  requirements  and      Conceptual  Development. 
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SECTION  III 
PUBLIC  FORUM  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


The  Regional  Planning  Committee  and  the  RPC  Airport  Land  Use  Committee 
sponsored  a  public  forum  to  comment  on  the  Airport's  Master  Plan  Working  Paper 
A.  This  meeting  was  held  on  August  27,  1987,  7:30  p.m.  at  the  Burlingame  City 
Hall.  The  following  are  the  Airport's  and  RPC/ALUC's  minutes  of  the  meeting. 
Those  comments  not  responded  to  at  the  meeting  are  responded  to  in  Section  I, 
II  and  IV  of  this  report. 

A.     SFIA  Minutes  of  August  27,  1987  RPC/ALUC  Public  Forum 


B.     San  Mateo  County  RPC/ALUC  Minutes  of  August  27,  1987  Public  Forum 


AIRPORT  MINUTES  OF  RPC/ALUC  MEETING  TO  DISCUSS  MASTER  PLAN/WORKING  PAPER  'A' 


THURSDAY,  AUGUST  27. 


1987 


Roll  Call: 


Present: 


Millbrae 
Pacif ica 
San  Bruno 


Atherton 
Brisbane 
Daly  City 


Foster  City 
Menlo  Park 


San  Mateo  County 
South  San  Francisco 
Public  Member 
Public  Member 


Malcolm  Dudley 
Raymond  Miller 
Al  Teglia 
Robert  Fitzgerald 
Jack  Morris 
Robert  Treseler 
Dorothy  Edminster 
John  Gieseker 
Mary  Griffin 
Roberta  Teglia 
Brooks  Esser 
Edward  French 


AIRPORT  MASTER  PLAN  FORUM 

JACK  MORRIS  said  that  this  is  not  a  public  hearing  but  a  quorum  to  provide 
comments  on  Working  Paper  'A'  of  the  Airport  Master  Plan.  He  wanted  to 
reiterate  the  concerns  that  ALUC  with  the  timing  of  the  Airport  Master  Plan. 
He  said  that  ALUC  has  not  formerly  met  to  discuss  this. 

LOU  TURPEN  said  that  the  Airport  has  reached  a  benchmark  in  terms  of 
statistics.  The  $500-million  terminal  modernization  program  has  been 
completed.  It  has  always  been  the  Airports  Commission's  intention  to  turn  its 
attention  to  the  non-terminal  area  of  the  Airport  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
terminal  modernization.  The  non-terminal  area  is  not  being  utilized  as 
efficiently  as  it  can  be  so  the  Commission  directed  staff  some  years  ago  to 
take  a  look  at  those  areas. 

The  program  has  been  broken  into  four  parts  and  part  one  is  being  discussed 
tonight.  The  first  phase  inventories  our  facilities  at  the  Airport  and 
establishes  the  demand  forecast.  He  said  that  the  final  phase  will  be  the 
final  documentation  which  should  take  place  by  the  Spring  of  1988.  He  said 
that  the  plan  has  been  broken  into  four  phases  so  that  the  communities  can  be 
kept  up  to  date.  Upon  the  conclusion  of  this  phase,  Phase  Two  will  begin. 
Working  Paper  'B',  which  will  involve  checking  the  resources  that  will  be 
required  against  the  available  resources  and  determining  where  the  shortfalls 
are  and  placing  basic  environmental  and  financial  parameters  around  what  might 
be  required. 

Phase  Three  is  the  preliminary  EIR  and  the  preliminary  master  plan  where  the 
tangible  projects  will  be  discussed.  Phase  Four  will  be  the  final  product 
which  ultimately  goes  to  the  Airports  Commission  for  approval. 

Phase  One  is  an  inventory  of  the  Airport's  assets  with  an  estimate  by  a 
consultant  in  conjunction  with  staff  as  to  what  type  of  demands  will  be  placed 
on  the  Airport  over  the  next  couple  of  years. 
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Mr.  Turpen,  with  regard  to  the  noise  issue,  said  that  there  is  a  part  of  the 
master  plan  that  addresses  noise  impact  as  that  noice  impact  is  created  by  the 
master  plan.  There  is  another  separate  although  integrated  process  of  a  noise 
regulation  which  is  currently  under  way  and  which  he  expects  the  Airports 
Commission  to  implement  by  the  end  of  this  year.  That  noise  regulation  really 
addresses  what  is,  and  sets  the  foundation  for  the  future  in  terms  of  the 
Airport's  ability  to  mitigate  noise. 

If  a  master  plan  is  developed  which  makes  no  changes  at  all,  is  one  extreme. 
Then  there  would  be  no  relationship  to  the  noise  regulation.  The  noise 
regulation  will  form  a  foundation  for  anything  the  Airport  does.  Any  noise 
impact  created  by  the  master  plan  will  probably  be  addressed  through  the  noise 
regulation.  Either  be  anticipated  by  the  noise  regulation  by  virtue  of  the 
fact  that  the  noise  regulation  is  really  designed  to  introduce  quiet  aircraft 
into  San  Francisco,  or,  we  will  have  to  amend  the  noise  regulation  to  address 
whatever  might  come  up  in  the  master  planning  process.  At  this  point  it  is 
too  early  to  tell  what,  if  any,  impact  will  be  generated  by  the  activity  of 
the  Airport. 

LOU  TURPEN  asked  for  comments  from  the  public.  He  assured  the  audience  that 
all  comments  will  be  shared  with  the  Airports  Commission  in  a  public  report. 
Those  comments  will  be  taken  and  washed  against  Working  Paper  'A'  and  where 
those  suggestions  have  merit  to  help  improve  Working  Paper  'A'  as  a  foundation 
document  with  which  we  can  all  work. 

MARY  GRIFFIN  told  Mr.  Turpen  that  he  hit  on  the  very  thing  that  the  county  was 
concerned  about  in  this  analysis.  Though  the  master  plan  is  something  that  is 
separate  from  noise,  you  can't  disentangle  noise  from  planning.  There  needs 
to  be  a  systematic,  specific  answer  because  of  what's  going  to  happen  because 
of  the  increase  in  passenger  volume  and  cargo  volume  will  definitely  have  an 
impact  on  the  noise  level.  It  also  will  have  an  effect  on  traffic,  both  on 
local  streets  and  freeways,  and  air  quality  will  be  involved  as  well.  She 
said  that  when  you  talk  about  specific  impacts  on  employment,  both  at  the 
Airport  and  in  airport-related  industries  there  needs  to  be  some 
quantification  of  some  of  this  because  that,  too,  has  an  impact  on  the  City 
and  County  and  especially  those  cities  that  are  located  close  to  the  county. 
We  feel  that  the  quantification  of  these  items  early  on  is  very  important  so 
that  they  can  plan  together  for  the  future.  Any  kinds  of  intrastructure  has 
to  be  closely  related  to  that.  You  also  discussed  the  coordination  of  other 
areas  and  as  their  paper  points  and  asked  what  were  the  Airport's  specific 
objectives  for  improving  the  noise  environment,  how  will  various  possible 
changes  in  the  scale  and  location  of  the  facilities  at  the  Airport  affect  the 
attainment  of  these  goals,  and,  shouldn't  the  noise  regulation  be  related  to 
the  planning  program  for  the  Airport?  Another  concern  is  the  statement  and 
its  implications  on  page  7... "San  Francisco  International  Airport  is  reactive 
to  and  acts  only  as  a  conduit  to  serve  the  economic  growth  of  the  Bay  Area." 
She  said  that  that  was  true  but  there  is  another  aspect  to  that  in  that  there 
is  a  relationship  between  transportation  facilities  and  economic  growth 
capability,  however,  there  are  human  decision-makers  involved  in  how  that's 
carried  out  so  there  is  considerable  latitude  and  the  possibility  of  directing 
some  of  this  growth  in  a  way  that  it  will  not  impact  our  environment  very 
strongly.  We  don't  specify  how  that  might  be  done  we  just  feel  that  that 
needs  to  be  considered  and  the  Airport  conduit  should  be  sized  to  accommodate 
legitimate  local  environmental  concerns  as  well  as  regional  economic  concerns. 
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They  feel  strongly  that  there  should  be  an  integrated  noise  study  with  a  plan. 

JOHN  GIESEKER,  representing  the  City  of  San  Bruno,  seconded  many  of  the  points 
that  the  previous  speaker  brought  up.  He  said  that  San  Bruno  is  concerned 
over  the  use  of  the  area  West  of  Bayshore  to  the  Airport  and  it  falls  under 
the  sphere  and  influence  of  San  Bruno.  He  said  that  the  concern  is  that  the 
use  of  that  land  can  greatly  effect,  depending  on  access  to  whatever  would  be 
in  there.  San  Bruno  and  Millbrae  border  that  area.  There  was  some  discussion 
about  the  possibility  of  BART  running  in  that  area  which  would  create  traffic 
problems.  The  projections  of  the  increased  passenger  load  at  the  Airport  will 
impact  noise  and  the  amount  of  traffic  accessing  the  Airport. 

LOU  TURPEN,  responding  to  the  comments  on  BART,  said  that  the  Airports 
Commission  supports  the  concept  of  BART  to  some  point  on  the  Peninsula  but  the 
Airports  Commission  has  specifically,  as  early  as  1983,  reserved  making  any 
judgment  as  to  potential  alignment,  location,  termination,  stops,  especially 
vis  a  vis  the  West  of  Bayshore.  The  Commission  said  they  would  like  to  have 
it  there,  we  don't  know  quite  how  that  would  be  done  and  they  won't  say  much 
about  it  until  the  master  planning  process  determines  the  Airports  needs  vis  a 
vis  the  available  land  that  it  has. 

The  Airports  Commission  encourages  any  improvement  of  any  mass  transit  on  the 
Peninsula  but  it  is  important  to  recognize  that  there  probably  won't  be  any 
actual  response  to  that  until  much  later  simply  because  the  Commission  wants 
to  reserve  its  options  in  order  to  first  determine  its  needs  and  the 
opportunities  that  exist. 

DAVE  CARBONE,  City  of  South  San  Francisco,  said  that  they  are  concerned  with 
the  process  and  how  it  relates  to  the  Airport  Land  Use  plan  and  community 
plans  as  far  as  taking  a  look  at  the  relationship  with  the  Airport  and 
surrounding  communities.  The  master  plan  is  a  part  of  the  Airport  Land  Use 
plan  and  there  needs  to  be  a  much  stronger  connection  between  those  two 
planning  processes.  There  is  an  existing  Airport  land  use  plan.  As  far  as 
the  surrounding  cities  are  concerned  we  also  have  community  plans  which  were 
discussed  in  the  revised  Working  Paper  'A'.  Some  were  discussed  more  than 
others.  There  were  some  major  gaps  in  that  discussion,  particularly  for  South 
San  Francisco,  which  were  pointed  out  in  their  comments.  That  part  of  the 
process  needs  to  be  addressed  and  attention  needs  to  be  given  to  some  of  the 
major  issues. 

Noise  is  a  major  issue  for  the  Airport  through  the  Roundtable,  the  RPC,  and 
the  Land  Use  Committee  as  well  as  the  cities.  He  did  not  think  that  it  was 
appropriately  presented  in  the  Working  Paper.  Because  of  its  scope  and  its 
nature  it  requires  more  detail... 

He  said  that  the  document  does  not  contain  a  map  of  the  entire  Airport.  He 
said  that  only  part  of  the  runways  were  shown.  He  said  it  would  be  nice  to 
see  a  map  of  the  entire  Airport  in  the  document  for  those  who  do  not  know  what 
the  entire  Airport  looks  like. 

He  said  that  staff  did  a  good  job  of  explaining  where  the  cargo  facilities 
are,  even  though  most  of  them  already  knew  that,  but  as  far  as  the  forecasting 
section,  i.e.  forecasting  air  freight  operation  and  cargo  facility 
consolidations  or  rearranging  cargo  planning  effort,  they  are  concerned  about 
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an  increase  in  nighttime  operations.  They  need  to  have  a  better  understanding 
on  how  they  are  placed,  are  there  more  aircraft,  more  flights,  potential 
scheduling  and  specifically  nighttime  operations  and  connnecting  that  to  noise 
abatement  and  Runway  10  nighttime  operations.  If  you  make  your  cargo 
operation  more  efficient  it  will  attract  more  cargo  operations. 

He  reiterated  what  Mary  Griffin  said  earlier  about  the  noise  issue  tying  into 
the  master  plan  program.     The  Airports  Commission  is  taking  a  major  step  with 

that  regulation  and  trying  to  decrease  the  noise  impact  on  the  Peninsula  but 
that  has  a  strong  connection  with  the  Airport  master  plan  and  how  it  will 
effect  air  traffic,  what  effect  it  will  have  on  facilities. 

In  the  forecasting  section  there  was  a  forecast  on  passenger  levels  and  an  FAA 
forecast  on  passenger  levels  and  they  are  quite  different  but  there  was  no 
explanation  as  to  why  they  were  so  different.  He  said  that  the  Airport 
numbers  were  significantly  higher  than  the  FAA's. 

He  also  commented  that  he  did  not  see  any  mention  made  on  helicopter 
operations,  specifically  Coast  Guard... what  we  have  now,  what  we  think  we 
might  have,  air  taxi  operations  etc. 

Also  with  regard  to  the  noise  issue  is  the  operation  and  location  of  the 
maintenance  facilities  and  test  areas. 

DOROTHY  EDMINSTER,  City  of  Paclflca,  said  that  the  City  of  Paciflca  is  not 
even  considered  in  the  environmental  study.  They  also  suffer  from  Coast  Guard 
helicopters.  They  are  between  Half  Moon  Bay  airport  and  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  and  she  felt  that  any  regional  look  at  SFO  must  also 
consider  those  who  are  bombarded  on  all  sides  by  air  traffic.  She  said  that 
Saturday,  for  40-minutes  solid  there  was  aircraft  over  her  area  without 
interruption.  Between  the  helicopters.  Half  Moon  Bay  and  SFO  aircraft  it  is 
time  that  all  communities  take  a  look  at  each  other  and  the  Airport  pay  a 
little  more  attention. 

RAY  MILLER,  Brisbane  commended  the  staffs  of  the  various  counties  and  cities 
that  did  a  thorough  job  of  analysis  in  pointing  out  deficiencies  in  this  first 
Working  Paper.  He  said  that  what  counts  Is  not  the  fancy  format  but  the 
content. 

He  did  not  like  the  fact  that  they  were  omitted  from  the  first  Working  Paper. 
In  the  workings  of  the  Land  Use  Committee  and  Commission  there  is  a  connection 
between  the  general  plans  and  specific  plans  in  those  cities  and  the  master 
plan  and  the  Airport  Land  Use  plan.  The  connection  is  very  clear  and  the 
working  document  should  demonstrate  that  connection  and  it  does  not.  It  is 
difficult  to  ascertain  what  is  going  on  is  that  the  objectives  which  are 
supposedly  to  be  achieved  by  these  particular  Working  Papers  are  not  that 
clearly  stipulated.  One  of  the  reasons  that  some  jurisdictions  were  omitted 
in  looking  at  general  plans  is  that  it's  never  really  clearly  stated  what  is 
trying  to  be  achieved  with  this  document  and  therefore,  what  stage  you're  at 
in  the  master  plan  process,  what  this  covers  in  reference  to  other  things.  Is 
still  very  vague.  He  felt  that  even  Mr.  Turpen's  initial  comments  were  rather 
vague.     We  have  to  be  a  lot  more  explicit  in  what  is  trying  to  be  achieved. 
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He  complained  about  figure  62,  the  approach  and  departure  patterns,  which  is 
extremely  misleading  as  to  where  the  Airport  noise  impacts  are.  Those  who 
live  in  areas  that  are  not  under  the  particular  arrow  depictions  in  the  chart 
know  very  well  that  they  are  deeply  effected  ".^y  the  noise  and  this  is  very 
misleading.  He  said  that  they  should  either  be  taken  out  or  widened 
considerably  so  that  it  is  much  more  accurate. 

He  commended  comments  made  by  various  city  staffs  as  being  quite  good  and 
hoped  that  they  are  adequately  responded  to. 

AL  TEGLIA,  Daly  City,  said  that  the  Planning  Department  reviewed  Working  Paper 
'A'  and  submitted  its  thoughts.  He  thanked  the  Airport  and  Mr.  John  Costas. 
Some  time  ago  when  Mr.  Costas  made  his  initial  presentations  to  them  one  of 
their  concerns  was  that  there  would  be  sufficient  time  for  comments  and  input 
into  the  plan  and  that  has  been  done. 

He  introduced  Allison  Knapp  Wollam,  their  Assistant  Planner,  who  will  follow 
him  very  closely  on  the  build-up  work  of  this  master  plan.  He  felt  that  what 
the  Airport  is  putting  together  is  probably  the  most  important  step  that  has 
been  taken  in  the  land  use  of  this  part  of  their  county  than  anything  else 
that  has  happened.  What  is  being  built  into  this  plan  will  effect  them  for 
many  years  to  come.  He  felt  it  incumbent  upon  all  of  the  cities  to  take  a 
very  active  role.  He  thanked  Mary  for  her  leadership  in  this  area  and  in  her 
opening  statement  and  concurred  with  her.  He  again  thanked  the  Airport  for 
allowing  them  this  time. 

ALLISON  KNAPP  WOLLAM  said  that  her  Planning  Department  outlined  a  great  number 
of  concerns,  one  of  which  had  to  do  with  a  noise  insulation  program  that  has 
been  taking  place  in  some  of  the  cities  in  the  northern  county.  She  said  if 
we  are  going  to  be  discussing  the  operation,  impact  and  demands  of  the  Airport 
over  the  next  twenty  years  there  needs  to  be  some  coversation  about  what 
commitment  of  the  Airport  and  the  City  of  San  Francisco  is  going  to  be  to 
program  for  that  sort  so  they  just  don't  die  out.  She  said  that  in  her  city 
they  have  some  2500  homes  and  by  no  stretch  of  the  imagination  will  they  be 
completed  in  three  years  or  six  years;  it  may  take  a  long  time.  She  said  she 
would  like  to  see  further  discussion  on  that. 

MARTY  BOAT  said  that  he  was  amazed  when  he  made  a  few  calculations  with  regard 
to  Table  7.1  or  7.2  and  using  the  recently  published  ABAC  1987  projections  and 
some  historical  numbers  and  computing  some  ratios  between  population  and 
projected  passenger  volumes  and  employment.  He  said  he  would  like  to  see  more 
documentation  and  would  like  to  know  where  the  numbers  came  from. 
Historically,  back  in  1970,  if  you  take  the  ratio  of  population  to  a  million 
air  passengers  per  year,  the  ratio  was  a  relationship  of  3.0  and  about  4.6- 
raillion  population  in  the  region  and  13.9-million  air  passengers.  In  1990 
that  goes  up  to  5.1  and  85  and  6.1  and  he  is  sure  that  its  a  lot  higher  with 
lower  airfares.  If  you  forecast  the  numbers  in  the  master  plan  projections  it 
goes  up  to  8.1  in  1990,  9.5  in  1995  and  10.4  in  2000. 

He  said  that  if  you  take  employment  projections  you  will  get  the  same  kind  of 
relationship.  In  1970  the  ratio  of  jobs  in  the  Bay  Area  to  passengers  was 
7.0;  in  1990,  10.5  ,  85,  12.0.  In  the  master  plan  projections  it  jumps  up  to 
15  for  1990;  17  for  1995  and  18  for  the  year  2000.  He  asked  why  the  ratio  is 
increasing  at  that  rate. 
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He  said  that  the  regional  projections  are  a  base  from  which  you  work  and  he 
felt  this  should  be  better  footnoted. 

He  thanked  Mr.  Turpen  for  his  sensitivity  in  integrating  the  noise  regulation 
with  the  facility  extension.  He  wondered  if  in  the  EIR  or  some  other  way  this 
could  be  done  more  systematically.  For  example,  by  using  the  FAA's  integrated 
noise  model  where  passenger  projections  could  be  fed  in  with  aircraft 
operations  and  fleet  mix  and  analyze  the  noise  generation  impact. 

ELLIE  LARSON,  representing  the  Sierra  Club,  said  she  was  delighted  to  hear 
that  Mr.  Turpen  intends  to  bring  the  community  along.  She  was  concerned  that 
that  was  not  happening.  This  first  document  has  not  been  made  available  to 
the  people  who  have  been  involved  in  commenting  since  at  least  1972  during  all 
of  the  planning  surrounding  SFO  and  the  communites  and  the  relationship 
between  the  two.  She  said  she  has  always  submitted  written  comments  but  could 
not  do  it  this  time  as  she  has  not  read  the  document. 

She  would  like  to  be  assured  that  they  will  receive  a  copy  of  the  last 
document  and  each  future  document  as  they  are  released  so  they  can  do  their 
homework  in  advance. 

She  said  that  one  of  the  things  they  learned  back  in  the  early  process  of  the 
Airport  expansion  plan,  which  goes  back  into  the  1970' s,  and  somewhat  later  on 
in  the  land  use  study,  was  that  SFO  has  the  smallest  acreage  of  any  major 
national  airport  which  makes  facility  planning  extremely  difficult  internally 
and  extremely  impacting  on  the  surrounding  area.  She  said  that  this  is  why 
the  communities  surrounding  the  Airport  are  undoubtedly  more  impacted  in  more 
ways  than  any  other  national  airport.  It  is  very  important  to  keep  this  in 
mind  that  that  is  one  of  the  factors  that  makes  it  difficult  for  the  Airport 
not  to  "mess  up"  all  the  surrounding  areas  and  why  particular  attention  should 
be  paid  to  the  plans  of  the  surrounding  communities.  It  is  a  great 
disappointment  to  those  who  had  1-1/2  years  of  input  into  the  joint  land  use 
study  that  SFO,  which  was  supposed  to  undertake  its  land  use  plan  during  that 
process,  did  not  do  it.  The  FAA  expected  that  to  happen,  consultants  who  did 
the  work  expected  that  to  heppen.  Now  we  have  a  major  part  of  the  planning 
process  that  is  coming  out  of  what  has  taken  place  before.  It  is  incumbent 
upon  the  planning  taking  place  now  to  try  to  integrate  the  joint  land  use 
study  policy  and  hopefully,  all  of  the  people  were  participating  in  that  can 
come  back  now  and  take  part  in  this  process.  Public  participation  in  the 
planning  process  has  proven  to  be  a  very  valuable  thing.  It  helps  resolve 
some  of  the  controversies  and  make  life  a  little  bit  easier  for  everyone 
involved. 

She  said  that  she  understood  that  the  MTC/ABAG  regional  plan  was  reviewed  in 
your  document.  She  participated  in  that  effort  as  well.  She  said  that  it 
should  be  kept  in  mind  that  SFO  is  only  one  of  the  regions  airports  and  that 
one  of  the  thrusts  of  the  MTC/ABAG' s  regional  airport  plan  effort  was  to 
maximize  the  use  of  public  funds  into  public  structures  and  systems  such  as 
airports.  These  funds  come  from  the  Feds,  some  from  the  State  and  a  lot  of  it 
from  the  local  process  through  the  sale  of  bonds.  It  is  the  public's  money 
that  is  being  sent  to  these  facilities.  Sometimes  it  is  extremely  expensive 
and  it  does  not  make  a  great  deal  of  sense  to  duplicate  what  you  already  have. 
The  airports  should  be  considered  as  a  transportation  system  with  three  parts, 
SFO,   Oakland,   and  San  Jose,  and  what  should  be  done  is  to  maximize  useage  in 
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the  most  economical  way  and  the  best  way  passengers  can  use  thera.  She  said 
she  understood  why  this  is  a  problem  but  nonetheless  the  ABAG/MTC  plan  set  up 
policy  of  a  series  of  buckets,  a  bucket  being  an  airport.  As  each  bucket 
fills  it  spills  over  into  the  next,  and  so  on,  before  more  money  is  spent  and 
taking  bucket  'A'  and  making  it  larger.  You  keep  the  airports  the  same  size 
and  use  thera  the  best  way  you  can  and  spilling  over  the  excess  to  the  next 
airport  which  is  underutilized.  She  said  that  Oakland  is  a  very  underutilized 
airport.  She  said  that  so  much  of  the  money  comes  from  the  Federal  level  or 
from  bond  money  and  that  comes  from  the  taxpayers. 

She  said  she  would  like  to  receive  a  copy  of  this  document  and  future 
documents  as  well. 

JESSIE  BRACKER,  Millbrae,  (part  of  the  Airport  Land  Use  Study  and  Joint  Land 
Use  Study)  said  she  has  read  the  document  but  was  more  concerned  with  the 
future  documents.  She  found  some  mistakes  which  she  said  were  already 
presented  to  the  Committee  but  wanted  to  comment  on  one  of  them.  She  was 
particularly  concerned  about  storm  drainage.  She  said  that  there  is  not  much 
written  about  it  and  she  is  particularly  concerned  about  the  West  of  Bayshore. 

She  read  pages  6.35  and  6.36  under  item  6.7  entitled  "Millbrae  Canal".  She 
said  that  water  goes  directly  into  the  Bay.  She  felt  that  that  passage  should 
also  include  language  that  water  coming  into  San  Felipe  is  not  only  from 
Millbrae  but  also  from  the  southwesterly  side  of  San  Bruno  and  the  majority  of 
the  runoff  from  most  of  the  Airport  lands  in  the  fields  West  of  Bayshore 
Freeway  plus  CalTrans  lands  from  both  sides  of  the  freeway  is  now  being 
drained  into  that  with  at  least  four  new  pipes  that  they  put  in  within  the 
last  three  years,  bringing  water  westerly  into  the  field  from  the  east  side  of 
Bayshore  Freeway.  Some  of  the  easterly  lands  water  run-off  is  also  being 
drained  into  the  South  Lomita  Canal. 

She  said  that  it  is  bothersome  to  her  that  all  of  this  water  is  draining  into 
the  canal  as  it  causes  a  huge  amount  of  water  to  be  drained  by  way  of  the 
Millbrae  Island  run-off.  She  said  it  is  very  necessary  for  the  Airport  to 
keep  those  cattails  and  all  the  debris  from  blocking  the  drainage  on  those 
canals  on  a  yearly  basis.  She  said  that  it  was  her  understanding  that  the 
Fish  and  Game  will  not  allow  the  Airport  to  clean  out  the  cattails  this  year. 
She  said  that  everyone  in  the  room  should  contact  Fish  and  Game  and  tell  them 
how  important  that  drainage  is  for  the  Airport  and  Millbrae.  She  said  that 
the  snakes  may  be  important  but  they  are  not  as  important  as  homeowners. 

Regarding  the  map,  she  said  that  it  shows  a  lot  of  buildings  around  the 
Airport  and  those  buildings  all,  in  one  way  or  another,  have  a  lot  to  do  with 
influencing  how  the  noise  effects  the  people  on  the  far  side  of  Bayshore 
Freeway.  She  hoped  that  the  Airport  will  take  into  account  for  the  future 
whether  there  is  any  way  more  buildings  can  be  added  to  the  "bare  spaces"  so 
that  the  noise  level  can  be  reduced  in  the  direction  of  the  freeway. 

DUANE  SPENCE,  Hillsborough  Homeowners  Association,  said  that  the  Airport  is 
owned  and  operated  by  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  is  done  so  for 
the  benefit  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  The  section  of  the 
Working  Paper  which  deals  with  forecasting  makes  this  abundantly  clear  in  many 
ways.  He  said  that  the  airlines  are  responsible  for  scheduling  and  flight 
operations  but  as  long  as   the  Airport  entices  into  expansion  by  providing 
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facilities  for  them  which  will  easily  accommodate  their  growth  and  as  long  as 
San  Mateo  County  allows  this  to  go  on  we  are  going  to  experience  an  Airport 
that  is  growing  far  beyond  proportionate  measure. 

He  felt  that  the  most  crushing  burden  that  must  be  borne  by  the  local 
communities  is  pollution. ..  noise ,  air  and  traffic.  The  master  plan  working 
paper  make  no  promises,  commitments,  projections,  estimates  or  mitigation 
measures  of  the  existing  or  future  impact  of  aircraft  noise  on  San  Mateo 
County.  The  proposed  noise  plan  which  is  before  the  Airports  Commission  will 
not  meet  California  noise  standards,  which  means  that  the  Airport,  which  is 
presently  out  of  compliance  with  those  standards,  will  remain  out  of 
compliance.  Summarizing  section  7.15  of  the  Working  Paper  he  said  that 
surprisingly  the  worst  case  projections  for  SFO  can  be  met  by  the  existing 
fleet  or  by  the  future  fleet  but  by  no  increase  in  aircraft  operations.  He 
said  that  there  is  currently  a  traffic  average  load  factor  of  48%,  meaning 
that  over  half  the  noise  and  air  pollution  being  experienced  is  unnecessary. 
If  the  load  factors  were  caused  to  grow  to  79%  by  the  year  2006  we  would  find 
that  all  worst  case  projection  of  51.3-million  passengers  would  be 
accommodated  on  those  planes.  They  would  be  sitting  in  about  142  seats  out  of 
a  possible  180  on  the  average  aircraft.  The  number  of  operations  could  hold 
steady  at  some  362,000  annually. 

Another  factor  that  springs  out  of  the  Working  Paper  is  that  in  1986  those 
people  not  using  SFO  totalled  about  9.7-million.  He  assumed  that  meant 
passengers  using  San  Jose  and  Oakland  Airports.  In  the  year  2006  there  will 
be  22-million  people  not  using  SFO.  If  you  turn  that  around  it  says  that  the 
growth  of  San  Francisco  is  22.5-million  new  passengers.  The  demographics  of 
this  area  say  that  the  growth  in  the  next  20  years  is  not  going  to  be  on  the 
Peninsula,  it  is  going  to  be  in  the  South  Bay  and  the  East  Bay  so  for  SFO  to 
grow  by  that  number  is  disproportionate. 

If  the  passenger  level  was  frozen  and  Oakland  or  San  Jose  were  caused  to 
expand  proportionally  with  their  population  and  economic  growth  we  would  find 
that  over  half  of  the  bus  shuttles  (as  noted  on  Table  6.7)  would  be  virtually 
eliminated  from  crossing  the  Bay  Bridge  and  San  Mateo  Bridge  and  causing 
traffic  congestion  on  our  freeways. 

ART  R.  MILLER  commented  on  a  letter  written  by  the  City  of  Paciflca  in  which 
It  is  suggested  that  the  plans  should  study  the  concept  of  moving  air  cargo 
operations  to  Oakland.     He  thought  that  was  very  interesting. 

He  said  he  has  been  In  12  different  airports  in  the  last  three  months,  why 
can't  clocks  be  Installed  so  passengers  will  know  what  time  it  is. 

He  felt  that  SFO,  Oakland  and  San  Jose  should  be  tied  in  together  with  a  high 
speed  rail  system  that  would  run  all  the  way  to  Sacramento.  In  the  event  of 
any  problems  on  the  Bay  Bridge  passengers  can  still  get  to  these  airports.  He 
also  suggested  that  there  should  be  a  four  track  system  from  San  Jose  to  San 
Francisco  at  Fourth  and  Market,  incorporating  SFO  and  San  Jose  Airports  into 
that  system  and  then  continuing  on  to  Santa  Rosa  and  Sacramento. 

ROSEANN  EMERSON,  said  she  did  not  like  United.  She  said  that  she  took  her 
mother  to  the  Airport  for  a  noon  flight  to  Los  Angeles  and  she  did  not  take 
off  until  4:15  p.m.     If  they  can't  control  what  they  have  now  why  would  they 
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want  to  Increase  It.  She  said  that  cargo  planes  frighten  her.  The  more  there 
are  the  more  noise  there  will  be.  She  said  that  she  does  not  live  in  a  warm 
area  so  when  she  opens  her  windows  or  her  front  door  it  is  a  treat.  The  last 
few  days  she  has  had  to  close  her  door  because  there  was  one  plane  after 
another.  She  felt  that  the  quality  of  the  lives  of  the  people  living  in  San 
Mateo  County  will  be  damaged  further. 

Unless  the  Airport  is  willing  to  share  a  percentage  of  the  adverse  impacts  of 
this  new  plan  that  it  would  not  be  unfair.  She  said  she  has  not  had  an 
opportunity  to  read  the  document.  She  has  been  attending  these  meetings  for 
eight  years  and  another  book  wouldn't  have  cost  the  Airport  much  money. 

She  said  that  on  February  14,  1987  an  airplane  almost  landed  in  her  area.  She 
asked  if  the  water  mains  at  the  Airport  have  been  checked  and  said  that 
Burlingame  did  not  have  enough  water.  (She  was  very  unclear  but  I  think  she 
was  trying  to  connect  this  with  a  crash  over  a  residential  area).  She  said 
that  she  has  only  found  two  fire  stations  on  the  map  and  did  not  find  any 
marks  indicating  fire  hydrants. 

Balance  of  Airport  Minutes  Excerpted  From  San  Mateo  County's  Regional  Planning 
Committee  Meeting  Minutes  of  August  27,  1987. 

JACK  MORRIS  observed  that  the  South  County  area  is  not  as  directly  impacted  by 
San  Francisco  International  Airport  as  the  Airport's  immediate  neighbors,  but 
noise  from  airliners  is  sometimes  experienced  there.  Will  this  impact  be 
heightened  if  forecasts  of  future  traffic  are  realized?  He  encouraged 
consideration  in  Airport  plans  of  not  only  the  BART  extension  to  the  Airport 
but  also  facilities  such  as  the  "people-mover"  in  connection  with  CalTrain. 
He  urged  the  Airport  to  take  the  comments  and  suggestions  offered  this  evening 
seriously  and  to  provide  appropriate  responses.  On  behalf  of  RFC,  he  thanked 
the  Airport  for  participating  in  the  process. 

LOU  TURPEN  stated  that  some  of  the  comments  suggest  options  which  should  be 
explored  as  the  planning  program  advances.  He  commented  that  the  load  factor 
at  San  Francisco  International  Airport  is  currently  59  percent. 

With  regard  to  coordination  of  the  Airport  Noise  Regulation  with  the  master 
plan  program,  he  stated  that  he  had  some  reservations.  The  Noise  Regulation 
will  probably  be  adopted  by  the  end  of  the  year  and  will  phase  out  noisy 
aircraft  over  a  20-year  span.  He  said  that  he  would  consider  any  suggestions 
on  how  to  integrate  the  two  programs.  He  thanked  the  audience  for  expressing 
their  views. 

MARY  GRIFFIN  stated  that  a  Congressional  bill  had  been  introduced  today  to 
double  the  federal  money  available  for  noise  mitigation  measures  at  local 
airports  and  neighboring  communities. 

RAY  MILLER  inquired  about  how  the  Airport  will  respond  to  comments  and  about 
their  environmental  review  process. 

JOHN  COSTAS  responded  that  the  planning  program  is  a  "building  block"  process 
and  that  we  are  at  the  beginning.  Preparation  of  the  Environmental  Impact 
Report  is  built  into  that  process.  All  comments  will  be  reviewed  and 
responded  to.     The  Airports  Commission  will  be  informed  of  all  comments. 
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Working  Paper  B  will  reflect  suggestions  made  in  the  review  of  Working  Paper 
A.     An  "addendum"  package  will  be  prepared. 

ED  FRENCH,  RPC  public  member,  suggested  the  possibility  of  linking  the  three 
regional  airports  with  mass  transit. 

LOU  TURPEN  reiterated  tht  the  Airports  Commission  endorses  transit  "in 
principle,"  but  that  various  options  for  access  to  the  Airport  must  be 
explored  in  detail. 

ROBERT  FITZGERALD  asked  if  the  Airport  has  any  power  to  adjust  airline 
schedules  to  improve  the  distribution  of  traffic. 

LOU  TURPEN  stated  that  much  of  the  existing  problem  stems  from  deregulation  of 
airlines,  and  that  problems  will  take  some  time  to  work  out  as  economic 
factors  in  airline  use  produce  their  effects.  Airport  owners  have  no 
authority  to  regulate  schedules  of  airlines  or  load  factors.  Intervention  by 
DOT  may  be  needed  soon  to  remedy  some  problems. 

The  forum  was  concluded  and  the  meeting  adjourned  at  9:10  p.m. 
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REGIONAL  PLANNING  COMMITTEE 
of     San     Mateo  County 


MEETING  SUMMARY:    8TH  MEETING  OF  1987  AUGUST  27,  1987 


1.    Call  to  Order;  Roll  Call;  Correspondence 

RPC  President  Jack  Morris  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  7:35  p.m.  in  the 
Burl ingame  City  Council  Chambers.    (The  August  meeting  of  the  Airport  Land 
Committee  was  combined  with  the  regular  meeting  of  RPC/ALUC). 


Present 

Absent 

Atherton 

Brisbane* 

Daly  City* 

Foster  City* 

Menlo  Park 

Mi  11  brae* 

Pacifica 

San  Bruno* 

San  Mateo  County*  - 

South  San  Francisco*  - 

Malcolm  Dudley 
Raymond  Miller 
Al  Teglia 
Robert  Fitzgerald 
Jack  Morris 
Robert  Treseler 
Dorothy  Edminster 
John  Gieseker 
Mary  Griffin 
Roberta  Teglia 

Belmont 
Burl ingame* 
Colma 

East  Palo  Alto 
Half  Moon  Bay* 
Hillsborough 
Portola  Valley 
Redwood  City* 
San  Carlos* 
San  Mateo 
Woodside 

Public  Members 

Brooks  Esser 
Edward  French 

Sylvia  Gregory 
Bennett  Halsted 
Karen  Herrell 
Charles  Mink 

*Member  jurisdictions  of  RPC  Airport  Land  Use 

Committee. 

A  quorum  was  not  present  at  roll  call  ,  but  was 
meeti  ng. 

achieved  later  in  the 

Others  Present 

Brisbane:    Kathy  Kerdus 

(Planning  Director) 

Burlingame:    Carol  Mink,  R.  R.  Miller,  Sara  Macia,  Hanns  Ullrich 

Daly  City:    Allison  Knapp  Wollam  (City  Staff),  Roseann  Emerson 

Hillsborough:    Duane  Spence,  Joyce  Spence 

Millbrae:    Jessie  Bracker 

San  Bruno:    Adele  Kahwajy,  Rose  Urbach 

San  Mateo  County:    Christine  Gouig  (Planning  Director),  Glo  Chamberlin 
South  San  Francisco:    Dave  Carbone  (City  Staff) 

San  Francisco  International  Airport:    Lou  Turpen  (Director  of  Airports), 

John  Costas,  Jason  Yuen 
San  Mateo  County  Transit  District:    Jim  DeHart  (Staff) 
Daniel  Mann,  Johnson  and  Mendenhall  :    Celeste  Corrado,  Peter  Jones 
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Jefferson  Associates:    Gordon  Jacoby,  Chris  Idowu 
Thompson  Consultants:    Keith  Thompson 
San  Mateo  County  Development  Association:    Bud  Bostwick 
Sierra  Club:    EUie  Larsen 

Clean  Air  Transport  Systems:    Dr.  Nancy  Jewell  Cross 

California  Aviation  Council:    Jay  White 

San  Carlos  Pilots  Association:    John  Kennedy 

San  Mateo-Burl ingame  Board  of  Realtors:    John  Akers 

RPC/ALUC:    Marty  Boat  (San  Mateo  County  Planning  Division) 

Approval  of  Meeting  Summary;  Correspondence;  Announcements 

Approval  of  the  July  meeting  summary  was  deferred  until  the  next  meeting. 

A  letter  from  Tom  Nolan,  President,  San  Mateo  County  Board  of  Supervisors, 
addressed  to  Jack  Morris,  dated  August  4,  1987,  stated  that  the  Board 
looks  forward  to  working  with  RPC  to  ensure  the  success  of  the  new  transit 
tax  plan  proposed  by  Malcolm  Dudley.    Mr.  Nolan's  administrative  aide  will 
be  available  to  assist  in  this  regard. 

A  letter  from  the  City  of  San  Carlos  enclosed  a  City  resolution  calling 
for  the  immediate  reconstitution  of  a  committee  to  proceed  with  formu- 
lating a  transportation  financing  plan  to  be  presented  to  the  voters  in 
June  1988. 

Regarding  the  procedure  adopted  at  the  July  RPC  Meeting  to  provide  an 
opportunity  for  members  to  submit  written  questions  to  the  District 
Attorney  on  the  proposed  restructuring  of  the  Airport  Land  Use  Commission 
function,  no  inquiries  have  been  received  from  members  to  date.  However, 
a  representative  of  the  District  Attorney's  Office  will  be  available  at 
the  next  discussion  of  the  matter  by  RPC. 

Marty  Boat  announced  that  a  report  on  this  evening's  Airport  forum  will  be 
made  to  the  meeting  of  the  Airport/Community  Roundtable  on  September  2. 

Airport  Master  Plan  Forum 

RPC  President  Jack  Morris  opened  the  public  forum  on  "Working  Paper  A"  of 
the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  master  plan  preparation  program. 
He  stressed  that  this  is  not  a  formal  hearing  in  any  sense,  but  is  an 
opportunity  for  the  public  to  comment  on  the  Working  Paper  and  for  the 
Airport  to  respond.    He  stated  that  Gerald  Chandler,  Chairman  of  the  Air- 
port Land  Use  Committee,  was  ill  and  unable  to  be  present.    ALUC  Vice- 
Chair  Robert  Fitzgerald  stated  the  long-standing  concern  of  the  Airport 
Land  Use  Committee  with  the  preparation  of  a  long-range  plan  for  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  and  commended  the  Airport  for  partici- 
pating in  a  public  review  process. 

Lou  Turpen,  Director  of  Airports,  made  the  initial  presentation  for  the 
San  Francisco  Airports  Commission.    He  stated  that  the  Airport  is  now  at  a 
"benchmark"  stage,  with  the  completion  of  the  major  terminal  modernization 
program.    Attention  is  now  being  directed  to  the  non-terminal  area  of  the 
facility.    The  planning  process  is  divided  into  four  parts;  the  first 
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phase,  consisting  of  an  inventory  of  existing  facilities  and  forecasts  of 
future  activity  levels,  is  being  considered  at  this  time.    Phase  2 
(Working  Paper  2)  will  compare  available  resources  at  the  Airport  with 
projected  requirements,  and  will  include  consideration  of  financial  and 
environmental  parameters.    Phase  3  will  consist  of  the  preliminary  Master 
Plan  and  preliminary  Environmental  Impact  Report.    Phase  4,  the  final 
plan,  should  be  completed  by  spring,  1988.    Throughout  the  process,  public 
review  will  be  possible  and  Airports  Commission  approval  of  decisions  will 
be  required.    "Hard"  programs  will  be  formulated  for  a  5-10  year  time 
frame;  more  generalized  plans  will  be  made  for  10-20  years. 

Mr.  Turpen  stated  that  noise  impacts  of  proposed  Airport  developments  will 
be  addressed  in  the  plan  as  it  is  developed.    The  Airports  Comnission  is 
also  addressing  future  noise  impacts  through  its  new  proposed  noise  regu- 
lation, now  under  review.    These  two  efforts,  although  now  proceeding 
independently,  are  interrelated  and  will  be  coordinated  when  possible  and 
as  is  appropriate. 

Jack  Morris  called  for  the  presentation  of  comments  on  Working  Paper  A  by 
representatives  of  public  jurisdictions  present.    He  noted  that  most  of 
these  conmients  had  been  submitted  in  writing  to  the  Airport  in  advance  of 
the  meeting,  and  copies  of  these  comments  were  available  to  the  audience 
present. 

Mary  Griffin  observed  that  Lou  Turpen  had  touched  on  some  of  the  County's 
concerns  expressed  in  its  written  comments,  particularly  with  respect  to 
the  relationship  between  proposed  airport  developments  and  future  noise 
impacts  resulting  from  them.    She  summarized  the  County-s  comments, 
including  economic  impacts  and  the  need  for  definition  of  objectives  early 
in  the  planning  process  for  reducing  possible  adverse  impacts,  particu- 
larly noise.    She  questioned  the  stated  role  of  the  Airport  in  Working 
Paper  A  as  a  "conduit,"  which  merely  reacts  to  outside  pressures  for 
development.    Rather,  growth  can  and  should  be  planned  and  directed, 
taking  into  account  a  regionwide  framework. 

John  Gieseker  of  San  Bruno  outlined  that  City's  concerns.    The  west-of- 
Bayshore  area  is  in  San  Bruno's  sphere  of  influence,  designated  on  the 
City's  General  Plan  as  Light  Industrial.    The  City  is  concerned  with  the 
impact  of  any  proposed  airport-related  uses  on  access  to  the  area.  They 
are  also  concerned  about  the  noise  impacts  resulting  from  large  increases 
in  passenger  volumes  and  with  increased  traffic  congestion  related  to 
possible  BART  facilities. 

Lou  Turpen  stated  that  the  Airports  Commission  supports  the  concept  of 
extension  of  BART  to  the  Peninsula,  but  has  not  supported  any  specific 
alignment  or  station  location  proposals. 

Dave  Carbone,  South  San  Francisco  planning  staff,  summarized  that  City's 
written  comments.    It  is  important  to  relate  the  A'rport  Master  Plan  to 
the  ALUC  Airport  Land  Use  Plan  and  the  plans  of  surrounding  cities.  This 
needs  closer  attention.    Working  Paper  A  does  not  address  the  noise  issue 
in  sufficient  depth.    There  is  concern,  not  yet  addressed,  about  possible 
increased  air  cargo  operations,  particularly  at  night.    The  City  agrees 
with  the  County's  point  regarding  the  relationship  of  the  Airport  Noise 
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Regulation  to  the  Master  Plan.    Regarding  forecasts  of  passenger  volume, 
there  is  an  unexplained  difference  between  Airport  projections  and  FAA 
projections  reported  in  the  paper.    Heli coper  operations  need  to  be  dis- 
cussed in  more  depth.    Location  of  maintenance  and  test  facilities  needs 
to  be  discussed. 

Dorothy  Edminister,  Pacifica,  said  that  the  City  Attorney  had  prepared 
written  comments,  which  would  not  be  recapitulated  here.    Pacifica  should 
be  included  as  an  impact  area  to  be  addressed  in  the  plan.    There  are  sub- 
stantial aircraft  impacts  there  from  helicopters,  San  Francisco  Interna- 
tional Airport's  generated  traffic  and  Half  Moon  Bay  Airport's  traffic. 

Ray  Miller,  Brisbane  City  Council,  supplemented  the  City's  written  com- 
ments.   He  commended  the  city  and  County  agencies  who  commented  on  the 
working  paper.    The  Airport's  planning  process  needs  to  take  better 
account  of  local  city  plans  in  its  process.    The  objectives  to  be  achieved 
in  particular  working  papers  are  not  clearly  defined.    Figure  5.2 
{Approach  and  Departure  Patterns)  is  misleading  in  that  it  does  not  illus- 
trate the  actual  distribution  of  noise  impacts  on  local  areas. 

Al  Teglia,  Daly  City  Council,  stated  that  the  City  had  submitted  written 
comments.    He  thanked  the  Airport  representatives  for  their  cooperation  in 
participating  in  the  forum.    When  Mr.  John  Costas  of  the  Airport  staff 
addressed  the  Airport  Land  Use  Committee  earlier,  ALUC  members  expressed 
concern  that  there  would  not  be  sufficient  opportunity  for  local  review  of 
planning  proposals.    The  Airport  has  demonstrated  a  cooperative  attitude 
by  recognizing  this  concern.    The  Airport's  planning  program  will  have  a 
large  impact  on  the  North  County  area  and  deserves  close  attention  by  all 
local  jurisdictions.    Allison  Knapp  Wollam  of  the  City  planning  staff  will 
coordinate  the  City's  liaison  program  on  Airport  matters. 

Roberta  Teglia,  South  San  Francisco  Council,  referred  to  the  noise  insula- 
tion programs  in  impacted  communities  which  the  Airport  now  supports. 
Provision  should  be  made  to  ensure  future  continuation  of  support. 

Marty  Boat,  County  planning  staff,  stated  some  concerns  about  the  long- 
range  projections  of  regional  passenger  volumes  which  affect  the  projec- 
tions for  San  Francisco  International  Airport.    Historically,  ratios  of 
regional  air  passenger  volumes  to  population  and  employment  growth  have 
increased  steadily.    However,  should  the  assumption  be  made  that  these 
ratios  will  continue  to  increase  indefinitely?    Using  the  "Master  Plan 
Forecast"  projections  of  air  passengers  in  Working  Paper  A  (Table  7.1)  and 
the  regional  population  and  employment  projections  recently  developed  by 
ABAG  in  their  "Projections  '87"  study,  the  annual  passengers/population 
ratio  increases  from  6.1  in  1985  to  10.4  in  2000,  and  the  passengers/jobs 
ratio  increases  from  12.0  in  1985  to  about  18.0  in  2000.    The  assumptions 
underlying  these  increases  should  be  made  explicit.    For  instance,  why 
would  the  growth  in  regional  air  passenger  traffic  exceed  projected 
regional  economic  growth  (measured  by  employment)  by  such  a  large  factor? 
Regarding  the  recommended  coordination  of  the  Airport's  new  noise  regula- 
tion with  the  Master  Plan  program,  he  asked  if  the  plan  proposals  could  be 
tested  on  the  FAA's  integrated  noise  model,  or  by  some  similar  method, 
probably  in  connection  with  the  required  environmental  review. 
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Ellie  Larsen,  representing  the  Sierra  Club,  stated  that  copies  of  Working 
Paper  A  were  not  made  widely  available  to  persons  concerned  with  Airport 
planning  matters,  so  her  comments  would  be  limited.    She  requested  that 
more  copies  of  future  documents  in  the  program  be  made  available.  She 
observed  that,  because  San  Francisco  International  Airport  is  a  very 
compact  facility,  land  use  planning  is  difficult  and  impacts  on  surround- 
ing communities  are  magnified.    She  regretted  that  an  Airport  Master  Plan 
was  not  prepared  immediately  following  the  Joint  Land  Use  Study.  However, 
even  at  this  date,  it  is  worthwhile  and  deserves  wide  participation.  More 
attention  should  be  paid  to  the  Regional  Airport  Plan  prepared  and  adopted 
by  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission,  which  puts  the  role  of  air- 
ports in  a  regional  perspective. 

Jessie  Bracker  of  Millbrae  stated  that  she  had  followed  Airport  matters 
since  the  days  of  the  Joint  Land  Use  Study.    She  referred  to  the  written 
comments  which  she  had  provided  in  advance.    Her  comnents  focused  on  the 
west  of  Bayshore  lands,  particularly  storm  drainage  problems. 

Duane  Spence,  representing  the  Hillsborough  Homeowners  Association, 
observed  that  the  Airport  is  owned  by  and  operated  for  the  benefit  of  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.    Although  airlines  are  responsible  for 
their  own  scheduling,  the  Airport  "entices"  them  into  excessive  expansions 
of  service,  resulting  in  many  adverse  impacts  on  the  local  area,  including 
noise,  air  and  traffic  pollution.    Working  Paper  A  does  not  address  the 
noise  impact  problem,  nor  does  the  proposed  Airport  noise  regulation  pro- 
vide an  adequate  remedy.    Even  the  "worst  case"  passenger  projections  can 
be  met  with  the  existing  fleet,  provided  aircraft  load  factors  can  be 
raised  over  the  current  48  percent  occupancy.    The  number  of  operations 
could  also  be  stabilized  with  more  efficient  operations.    San  Francisco 
International  Airport  is  projected  to  grow  disproportionately  compared 
with  other  regional  airports  where  population  and  economic  growth  will 
have  greater  impacts.    Shuttle  transport  could  be  arranged  to  bring 
passengers  to  and  from  other  airports  to  the  San  Francisco  area. 

Mr.  R.  R.  Miller  cited  the  absence  of  clocks  in  airports.    The  Bay  Area's 
three  major  airports  should  be  linked  with  a  high-speed  rail  system,  which 
would  also  connect  with  Sacramento.    A  4-track  systes  should  run  from  San 
Jose  to  4th  and  Market  in  San  Francisco,  connecting  San  Jose  and  San  Fran- 
cisco International  Airport  airports,  and  extending  to  Santa  Rosa  and 
Sacramento. 

Roseann  Emerson,  Serramonte  Homeowners  Association,  observed  that  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  cannot  handle  the  existing  volumes  effi- 
ciently, so  how  can  they  cope  with  future  increases?    Recently,  her 
neighborhood  has  experienced  increase  noise  impacts  from  aircraft.  We 
need  the  Airport  locally,  but  San  Francisco  should  be  willing  to  "share" 
the  adverse  impacts  of  future  expansion.    She  expressed  concerns  about 
safety  in  communities  under  flight  paths. 

Jack  Morris  observed  that  the  South  County  area  is  r:t  as  directly 
impacted  by  San  Francisco  International  Airport  as  t^.e  Airport's  immediate 
neighbors,  but  noise  from  airliners  is  sometimes  experienced  there.  Will 
this  impact  be  heightened  if  forecasts  of  future  tra'^fic  are  realized?  He 
encouraged  consideration  in  Airport  plans  of  not  only  the  BART  extension 
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to  the  Airport  but  also  facilities  such  as  the  "people-mover"  in  connec- 
tion with  Cal train.    He  urged  the  Airport  to  take  the  comments  and  sugges- 
tions offered  this  evening  seriously  and  to  provide  appropriate  responses. 
On  behalf  of  RPC,  he  thanked  the  Airport  for  participating  in  the  process. 

Lou  Turpen  stated  that  some  of  the  comments  suggest  options  which  should 
be  explored  as  the  planning  program  advances.    He  commented  that  the  load 
factor  at  San  Francisco  International  Airport  is  currently  59  percent. 

With  regard  to  coordination  of  the  Airport  Noise  Regulation  with  the 
master  plan  program,  he  stated  that  he  had  some  reservations.    The  Noise 
Regulation  will  probably  be  adopted  by  the  end  of  the  year  and  will  phase 
out  noisy  aircraft  over  a  20-year  span.    He  said  that  he  would  consider 
any  suggestions  on  how  to  integrate  the  two  programs.    He  thanked  the 
audience  for  expressing  their  views. 

Mary  Griffin  stated  that  a  Congressional  bill  had  been  introduced  today  to 
double  the  federal  money  available  for  noise  mitigation  measures  at  local 
airports  and  neighboring  communities. 

Ray  Miller  inquired  about  how  the  Airport  will  respond  to  comments  and 
about  their  environmental  review  process.    John  Costas  responded  that  the 
planning  program  is  following  a  "building  block"  process  and  that  only  a 
beginning  has  been  made.    Preparation  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report 
is  being  built  into  the  process.    All  comments  will  be  studied  and 
responded  to  some  way.    The  Airports  Commission  will  be  informed  of  all 
comments.    Working  Paper  B  will  reflect  suggestions  made  in  the  review  of 
Working  Paper  A.    An  "addendum"  package  may  be  prepared. 

Ed  French,  RPC  public  member,  suggested  the  possibility  of  linking  the 
three  regional  airports  with  mass  transit.    Lou  Turpen  reiterated  that  the 
Airports  Commission  endorses  transit  "in  principle,"  but  that  various 
options  for  access  to  the  Airport  must  be  explored  in  detail. 

Robert  Fitzgerald  asked  if  the  Airport  has  any  power  to  adjust  airline 
schedules  to  improve  the  distribution  of  traffic.    Lou  Turpen  stated  that 
much  of  the  existing  problem  stems  from  deregulation  of  airlines,  and  that 
problems  will  take  some  time  to  work  out  as  economic  factors  in  airline 
use  produce  their  effects.    Airport  owners  have  no  authority  to  regulate 
schedules  of  airlines  or  load  factors.    Intervention  by  DOT  may  be  needed 
soon  to  remedy  some  problems. 

The  forum  was  concluded  and  the  meeting  adjourned  at  9:10  p.m. 
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SECTION  IV 


ADDENDUM  TO  WORKING  PAPER  A 


A.     TEXT  ADDENDUM 


B.     GRAPHIC  ADDENDUM 
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A.     TEXT  ADDENDUM 


Chapter  Page   :  Addendum  

1  1.2        Delete  first  paragraph  "CEQA  Guidelines  " 

3  3,2        Section  3.1    Change   "Noise"    title   to   "Noise/Land  Use 

Compatability"  and  add: 

Noise/Land  Use  Compatability 

Noise/Land  Use  Compatability  is  an  integral  part  of  the  San 
Mateo  County  Airport  Land  Use  Plan  which  was  adopted  in 
1981.  The  objective  is  to  establish  categories  of  land  use 
that  are  compatible  in  airport  noise-impacted  areas.  In 
areas  subjected  to  high  noise  levels,  noise-sensitive 
developments  (e.g.  residential  development)  are  not 
permitted  or  are  restricted  in  the  type  of  use  or  the 
construction  material  used.  (The  Noise/Land  Use 
Compatibility  Table  for  SFIA  from  the  County  Airport  Land 
Use  Plan  is  shown  in  Exhibit  A. ) 

3  3.3        Section  3.2  change   title  to  "Airport  Environs  Cities' 

General  Plans"  and  add: 

to 
3.6 

This  section  describes  the  plans  and  policies  of  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  (SFIA)  encirons  cities.  The 
following  criteria  were  used  to  define  the  environs  area; 
noise,  safety  and  ground  access  traffic.  A  city  is  included 
in  the  environs  area  if  it  or  any  portion  of  it  falls  under 
any  of  the  tree  criteria  listed.  Cities  included  in  the 
environs  area  generally  conform  to  the  San  Mateo  Airport 
Land  Use  Commission  (ALUC)  "airport-influenced  areas 
boundary."  Moreover,  these  are  also  the  cities  reqquired  to 
submit  their  General  Plans  to  ALUC  for  consistency 
determination. 

Noise 

All  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  SFIA  within  the  1987  65  CNEL 
contours  are  included  in  the  environs  area.  The  65  CNEL 
value  was  used  because  according  to  the  State  of  California 
(California  Administrative  Code,  Title  21,  Subchapter  6, 
this  value  is  the  maximum  level  of  noise  acceptable  to  a 
reasonable  person  residing  in  the  vicinity  of  an  airport. 
The  1987  noise  measurements  and  contours  were  submitted  to 
the  State  Division  of  Aeronautics  by  SFIA  as  part  of  the 
required  noise  monitoring  system. 
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Tn  addition,  interviews  of  all  the  City  Planning  Departments 
of  the  surrounding  cities  were  conducted  over  a  period  of 
one  year.  Communities  that  indicated  single-event  noise  as 
a  problem  were  included  in  the  environs  area  designation. 
Those  communities  that  identified  single-event  noise  as  a 
problem  are  usually  exposed  to  noise  levels  below  65  CNEL. 
Single-event  noise  is  exposure  to  high  level  of  individual 
noise  events  even  though  the  overall  noise  exposure  is  less 
than  65  CNEL. 

Noise  reduction  programs  initiated  by  cities  are  focused  on 
the  receiving  end  and  not  the  noise  source.  Therefore,  some 
cities  have  used  land  planning  and  noise  abatement  programs 
as  tools  in  reducing  noise  exposure.  The  Federal 
Aeronautics  Administration  (FAA)  provides  funding  to  cities 
for  implementing  their  noise  abatement  programs  under  the 
Federal  Aviation  Regulations,  Part  150  program. 

Safety 

All  significant  areas  related  to  FAA  safety  regulations 
(primarily  extended  approach  protection  area)  were  included. 

Ground  Access  Traffic 

Areas  with  freeways,  interchanges,  major  arterials,  and 
local  streets  that  are  significantly  affected  by  airport 
access  were  included. 

CITY  OF  BRISBANE 

Community  Profile 

Brisbane,  1,450  acres  in  size,  was  incorporated  in  1961. 
Brisbane  is  located  immediately  south  of  the  City  of  San 
Francisco  and  northwest  of  SFIA.  Flight  operations  at  SFIA 
predate  Brisbane's  incorporation.  ABAG's  projection 
estimates  that  Brisbane  will  reach  a  population  of  3,800 
persons  by  1995,  though  the  Brisbane's  General  Plan 
estimates  a  holding  capacity  of  3,600  persons  due  to 
physical  constraints  to  development  within  the  city  limits. 

Historically,  Brisbane  is  a  predominately  residential  city, 
but  recent  trends  indicate  that  more  areas  within  the  City 
have  been  zoned  for  commercial  or  industrial  uses  in  an 
attempt  to  increase  the  tax  base.  Moreover,  because  of  its 
proximity  to  major  transportation  corridors,  Brisbane  today 
is  an  important  gateway  between  San  Francisco  and  the  urban 
areas  of  San  Mateo  and  Santa  Clara  Counties. 

Brisbane  had  a  population  of  2  ,  969  persons  and  1,362 
households  in  1980  ,  and  the  mean  household  income  was 
$25,840  compared  to  a  county-wide  mean  household  imcome  of 
$31,184. 


IV  -  3 


i 

i 

I 

I 


Land  Use/Noise  Compatibility 


The  Land  Use  Element  of  the  City  of  Brisbane  was  adopted  in 
1980.  The  eastern  portion  of  Brisbane  along  U.S.  Highway 
101  falls  within  the  65  CNEL  (Community  Noise  Equivalent 
Level)  zone.  CNEL  is  a  sound  value  derived  from  actual 
noise  measurements,  weighted  to  account  for  various  factors 
affecting  human  sensitivity.  This  area  is  identified  in  the 
General  Plan  as  the  Baylands.  Existing  land  uses  are 
recreation,  open  space,  and  industrial.  The  Sierra  Point 
area  is  designated  for  commercial,  retail,  and  office  uses. 
These  land  uses  are  consistent  with  the  level  of  noise 
exposure  allowed  under  the  State  and  ALUC  land  use/noise 
compatibility  criteria. 

According  to  Brisbane's  General  Plan,  existing  land  uses  at 
Sierra  Point  will  be  maintained.  Planned  development  at 
Sierra  Point  are:  a  400-roora  hotel,  35,000  square  feet  of 
commercial  space,  a  560-berth  marina,  and  1.4  million  square 
feet  of  office.  The  Land  Use  Element  also  proposes  removal 
of  South  Pacific  Railroad  switching  tracks  to  make  way  for 
an  industrial  park. 

Since  the  residential  section  of  Brisbane  is  contained  in 
central  Brisbane,  nearly  all  of  the  population  lives  in  a 
relatively  quiet  environment.  According  to  Brisbane's 
General  Plan,  the  proportion  of  residents  exposed  to  higher 
noise  levels  is  small.  This  assessment  is  based  on  the 
noise  contour  map  prepared  in  1979.  Since  then,  new  noise 
abatemeat  programs  have  been  introduced  at  SFIA.  These  have 
further  reduced  exposure  to  aircraft  noise.  The  General 
Plan  encourages  regulatory  agencies  (Federal  and  State)  to 
enforce  strict  noise  abatement  requirements  for  SFIA  in 
order  to  prevent  any  increase  in  exposure  to  higher  noise 
levels. 

Safety  Element 

The  Southern  Pacific  Tank  Farm,  which  houses  petroleum 
products,  has  a  10-inch  pipeline  which  comes  from  the  oil 
refinery  in  Richmond  and  two  8-inch  lines  which  exit  from 
the  farm.  One  carries  diesel  fuel  to  the  Southern  Pacific 
Roundhouse,  and  the  other  carries  jet  fuel  to  SFIA.  The 
Southern  Pacific  Tank  Farm  only  facilitates  onward 
transportation  of  jet  fuel  to  SFIA;  it  does  not  store  jet 
fuel. 

Though  the  likelihood  of  fire  from  the  pipeline  is  remote, 
the  City  of  Brisbane  conducts  routine  inspection  of  the  tank 
farm.  The  City  is  also  a  part  of  the  Multi-County  Air 
Agreement  for  back-up  assistance.  In  addition,  the  San 
Mateo  County  Task  Force  also  has  a  mutual  aid  agreement  with 
Brisbane.     This  agreement  includes  SFIA. 
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In  case  of  disaster,  Brisbane  has  adopted  a  civil  defense 
emergency  shelter.  Moreover,  the  City  is  also  a  member  of 
the  San  Mateo  County  Area  Disaster  Organization  Agreement, 
established  to  provide  emergency  aid  in  the  event  of  a 
disaster,  such  as  a  plane  crash. 

CITY  OF  BURLINGAME 

Community  Profile 

The  City  of  Burlingame  had  an  estimated  population  of  27,700 
in  1980.  It  is  surrounded  by  the  Cities  of  Hillsborough  and 
San  Mateo  to  the  south;  Millbrae  to  the  north;  San  Francisco 
Bay  to  the  east;  and  Millbrae  and  the  San  Francisco 
Watershed  to  the  west. 

Major  transportation  facilities  are  U.S.  Highway  101, 
Interstate  Highway  280,  State  Route  82,  Southern  Pacific 
Railroad,  and  San  Francisco  International  Airport. 

Though  Burlingame  does  not  share  a  common  land  boundary  with 
San  Francisco  International  Airport,  its  northern  border  is 
about  one-half  mile  from  the  southern  boundary  of  the 
airport.  It  is  separated  by  a  corridor  which  is  part  of 
Millbrae.  Airport  operations  and  land  use  developments 
affect  the  pattern  of  land  use  in  Burlingame.  Airport- 
oriented  developments  like  hotels,  restaurants,  and  airport 
parking  are  located  to  the  north  of  the  City.  Mean 
household  income  in  1980  was  $28,792,  and  the  total  number 
of  households  was  estimated  to  be  12,729. 

Land  Use/Noise  Compatibility 

Burlingame' s  Land  Use  Element  was  adopted  in  1975.  The  City 
is  almost  built  out,  and  as  such,  the  predominantly 
residential  character  of  the  City  is  already  established. 
New  land  developments  in  the  City  are  concentrated  in  the 
Bayfront  planning  area,  which  is  a  strip  of  land  located  at 
the  northeastern  corner  of  the  City  and  close  to  SFIA.  The 
Bayfront  is  bounded  on  the  east  by  San  Francisco  Bay  and  on 
the  west  by  U.S.  Highway  101.  SFIA  is  located  less  than  one 
mile  to  the  north. 

The  Bayfront  Specific  Plan  contains  a  policy  recommendation 
that  recognizes  the  special  locational  value  of  the  area, 
that  is,  proximity  to  SFIA.  It  also  recognizes  the 
potential  to  maximize  the  scenic  view  presented  by  San 
Francisco  Bay  waters.  The  Specific  Plan  encourages 
accommodating  the  results  of  expansion  at  SFIA.  It  also 
recommends  wa t e r f r on t-c omme r c i a 1  uses.  Waterfront- 
commercial  uses  are  limited  to  activities  that  either  depend 
on  waterfront  location  or  directly  benefit  from  location  on 
the  waterfront.  These  include  airport-dependent  activities 
like  hotels  and  restaurants.     Planned  developments   in  the 
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Bayfront  area  laclude  two  hotels  to  be  located  along  Airport 
Boulevard,  with  a  total  of  885  rooms,  and  another  497-room 
addition  to  the  Hyatt  Hotel  located  on  Bayshore.  No  land  in 
the  Bayfront  area  lies  within  the  65  CNEL,  nor  lies  within  a 
designated  aircraft  approach  zone. 

The  purpose  of  including  a  Noise  Element  in  the  City's 
General  Plan  is  to  achieve  noise  compatible  land  uses  when 
new  development  occurs.  Though  aircraft  operation  is  the 
dominant  noise  source,  no  land  in  the  City  lies  within  the 
65  CNEL. 

Circulation  Element 

The  circulation  element  proposes  a  system  of  major  arterials 
to  include  Bayshore  Highway  and  its  extensions  (Airport 
Boulevard)  through  the  Anza  Pacific  Development  for  major 
north-south  movements. 

The  City  of  Burlingame  plans  to  widen  Airport  Boulevard  by 
adding  two  or  more  lanes  to  the  existing  two  lanes,  thus 
providing  improved  access  to  the  Bay  and  the  many  public 
access  points  east  of  Bayshore  Freeway  in  Millbrae, 
Burlingame,  and  the  Airport. 

Safety  Element 

The  City  of  Burlingame  participates  in  the  county-wide 
Mutual  Aid  Program  for  large-scale  emergencies  and 
supplements  this  with  Automatic  Aid  if  required.  Mutual  Aid 
is  a  system  of  agreements  and  contingency  plans  worked  out 
between  neighboring  cities  in  the  county.  Automatic  Aid  is 
an  automatic  response  by  the  closest  fire  company  regardless 
of  political  boundaries. 

CITY  OF  COLMA 

Community  Profile 

The  City  of  Colma  is  located  approximately  two  miles  south 
of  San  Francisco.  The  City,  with  a  total  area  size  of  1.95 
square  miles,  is  bounded  on  the  north  and  west  by  Daly  City, 
on  the  south  by  South  San  Francisco,  and  on  the  east  by  San 
Bruno  Mountain  Park.  The  population  of  Colma  in  1980  was 
732  persons;  the  mean  household  income  was  $28,792.  Colma 
is  characterized  by  its  larger  expanses  of  open  space 
designated  for  cemetary  and  agricultural  uses.  Seventy- 
seven  percent  of  the  total  land  area  is  for  cemetary  and 
agricultural  uses. 

Land  Use/Noise  Compatibility 

Colma  is  situated  under  the  departure  flight  path  of  Runway 
10L/28R.     The  Land  Use  Element  was  adopted  in  1987.  Only 
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1.4  percent  of  the  area  within  the  city  limits  is  currently 
coinraLtted  to  residential  use.  It  is  expected  that  the 
percentage  could  increase  to  a  maximum  of  9.8  percent. 
Currently,  14,7  percent  of  the  land  area  is  designated  as 
industrial  and  77  percent  as  cemetary  and  agricultural  uses. 
The  City  of  Coma  is  not  within  the  65  CNEL  zone.  The  Colma 
General  Plan  indicates  that  no  portion  of  the  City  is 
subject  to  continuous  or  extremely  high  level  noise  sources. 

DALY  CITY 

Community  Profile 

Daly  City  is  located  on  the  San  Francisco  Peninsula, 
adjacent  to  the  southern  boundary  of  the  City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco.  An  extension  of  the  urban  development  of  San 
Francisco,  Daly  City,  with  a  population  of  78,000  in  1980, 
is  the  second  largest  city  and  the  most  intensely  developed 
in  San  Mateo  County.  The  City  is  96  percent  built  out,  so 
new  developments  would  have  to  occur  in  the  form  of 
infilling  of  vacant  parcels.  Mean  household  income  in  1980 
was  $26,862. 

Land  Use/Noise  Compatibility 

Daly  City  is  situated  under  the  departure  flight  path  of 
Runway  10L/28R.  According  to  the  noise  data  submitted  by 
SFIA  to  the  State  Division  of  Aeronautics,  Daly  City  is 
exposed  to  noise  levels  below  65  CNEL. 

Safety  Element 

Daly  City  is  part  of  the  Multi-County  Mutual  Air  Agreement 
for  back-up  assistance. 

FOSTER  CITY 

Community  Profile 

Foster  City  was  incorporated  in  1971.  Thus,  aircraft 
operations  at  SFIA  predate  the  development  of  Foster  City. 
The  City  is  build  on  four  square  miles  of  reclaimed  tidal 
marsh  of  San  Francisco  Bay.  Foster  City  is  a  planned 
community  that  developed  during  the  past  20  years  from  a 
virtually  undeveloped  county  area  to  an  incorporated  city  of 
23,280  residents  in  1980.  Based  on  ABAG's  projections,  the 
City  will  achieve  a  population  of  28,600  by  1995.  Due  to 
the  land  area  of  the  City  and  the  number  of  developments 
that  have  occurred  within  the  last  15  years,  the  estimated 
year  of  build  out  is  1990. 

There  were  8,828  households  in  Foster  City  in  1980.  The 
mean  household  income  was  $29,150,  compared  to  $31,184  for 
all  of  San  Mateo  County. 
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Land  Use/Noise  Compatibility 


Foster  City's  noise  element  was  adopted  in  1976.  The  Noise 
Element  identifies  aircraft  as  the  most  pervading  noise 
source  in  Foster  City.  Such  a  noise  source  is  especially 
prevalent  in  the  residential  areas  bordered  by  East 
Hillsdale,  Foster  City  Boulevard,  and  Beach  Park  Boulevard 
along  the  Bay.  This  is  because  aircraft  approaching  SFIA 
for  landing  generally  fly  over  San  Francisco  Bay.  This  area 
is  located  almost  directly  under  the  approach  to  Runway  28L 
at  SFIA.  The  Noise  Element  used  noise  contours  prepared  by 
the  San  Mateo  County  Airport  Land  Use  Commission. 
Aircraft-related  noise  is  compounded  by  the  proximity  of  San 
Carlos  Airport  located  immediately  south  of  Foster  City. 

Recent  improvements  in  aircraft  noise  suppression,  the 
aircraft  mix  at  SFIA,  and  new  noise  abatement  regulations 
have  rendered  the  Foster  City  Noise  Element  outdated.  New 
noise  contours  prepared  by  SFIA  as  part  of  the  State's  noise 
compliance  program  show  that  Foster  City  is  in  teh  60  CNEL 
range. 

The  Noise  Element  supports  the  use  of  building  codes  and 
acoustical  site  planning  as  methods  of  reducing  aircraft 
noise.  Construction  practices  such  as  sound  insulation  or 
sealed  windows  are  encouraged.  The  Noise  Element  also 
suggests  locating  non-residential  land  uses  such  as  parking 
lots  and  maintenance  facilities  in  areas  considered  to  be 
impacted  by  aircraft  noise. 

The  entire  City  is  flown  over  by  private  and  commercial 
aircraft,  and  like  most  urban  areas,  therefore,  cannot  be 
completely  free  from  the  risk  of  aircraft  accidents.  The 
risk  to  developments  in  the  aircraft  flight  paths  in  close 
proximity  to  SFIA  is  increased.  It  should,  however,  be 
pointed  out  that  SFIA  has  experienced  no  major  accidents  in 
its  history. 

Even  though  there  has  been  no  major  air  disaster  occurring 
in  or  adjacent  to  SFIA,  there  is  need  for  an  air  disaster 
plan,  and  San  Mateo  County  has  formulated  such  a  plan. 

In  the  event  of  a  major  air  disaster  occurring  in  San  Mateo 
County,  the  County  Civil  Defense  Organization  has  prepared 
an  emergency  plan  called  Code  1000.  It  involves  an  inter- 
jurisdictional response  to  a  major  air  disaster  in  San  Mateo 
County.  If  Foster  City  were  to  experience  a  major  air 
disaster,  Foster  City  would  notify  the  Redwood  Fire  Control 
Center  via  radio  and  advise  the  Control  Center  of  the 
approximate  location  of  the  air  disaster.  Once  the  initial 
communication  has  been  made,  the  next  step  involves  the 
establishment  of  a  command  post  to  direct  operations.  In 
the  event  of  an  air  disaster  striking  Foster  City,  the 
Cities  of  Brisbane,  Burlingame,   Daly  City,  Hillsborough, 
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Millbrae,  San  Bruno  and  San  Carlos  will  send  one  engine  each 
to  the  City;  the  Cities  of  Belraont,  Menlo  Park  and  Redwood 
City  will  send  two  engines  each  to  the  City;  and  the 
California  Division  of  Forestry  will  send  two  engines.  In 
addition  to  these,  Foster  City  currently  has  three  engines 
and  one  truck,  all  of  which  have  pumping  capabilities 
available  in  the  event  of  an  air  disaster. 

HILLSBOROUGH 

Community  Profile 

The  City  of  Hillsborough  is  located  on  the  San  Francisco 
Peninsula  approximately  12  miles  south  of  San  Francisco. 
Hillsborough  is  bordered  by  Burlingame  on  the  north;  San 
Mateo  on  the  east  and  south;  and  San  Francisco  Fish  and  Game 
Refuge  on  the  west.  With  the  exception  of  assorted  public 
facilities,  Hillsborough  is  exclusively  a  single-family 
residentail  community.  It  was  incorporated  in  1910.  The 
population  of  Hillsborough  in  1980  was  10,480.  Mean 
household  income  was  $81,700,  the  highest  in  San  Mateo 
County. 

Hillsborough  is  served  by  the  Junipero  Serra  Freeway  (1-280) 
and  El  Camino  Real  (State  Route  92),  although  no  major 
arterials  or  freeways  are  located  within  its  boundaries. 
All  of  Hillsborough's  streets  are  relatively  low  volume, 
collector  and  local  streets. 

Land  Use/Noise  Compatibility 

Hillsborough  comprises  slightly  over  4,000  acres  of 
incorporated  land,  68  percent  of  which  is  single-family 
residential,  17  percent  is  occupied  by  public  uses,  and 
approximately  15  percent  is  developable  vacant  land.  The 
City  of  Hillsborough  is  located  below  the  65  CNEL,  according 
to  the  noise  monitoring  report  submitted  to  the  State 
Division  of  Aeronautics. 

CITY  OF  MILLBRAE 

Community  Profile 

The  City  of  Millbrae  is  surrounded  by  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  to  the  east;  San  Francisco  Watershed 
lands  to  the  west;  the  City  of  San  Bruno  to  the  north;  and 
the  City  of  Burlingame  to  the  south.  Millbrae  is  a  suburban 
community  occupying  approximately  three  square  miles.  The 
population  in  1980  was  20,300,  and  the  mean  household  income 
was  $33,933.  Almost  all  developable  land  in  Millbrae  has 
been  developed. 

Major  transportation  facilities  are  U.S.  Highway  101, 
Interstate  Highway  280,  State  Highway  82,  Southern  Pacific 
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Railroad,  and  San  Francisco  International  Airport. 
Land  Use/Noise  Compatibility 

Land  uses  in  Millbrae  have  not  changed  significantly  since 
the  adoption  of  the  City's  General  Plan  in  1974.  This  is 
mainly  because  Millbrae  is  a  built-out  suburban  community. 
Empahsis  is  on  preservation  of  the  residential  character  of 
the  City.  To  the  west  of  the  airport  along  the  Bayshore 
Freeway  are  two  residential  subdivisions,  Bayside  Manor  and 
Marina  Vista.  These  subdivisions  are  exposed  to  noise 
levels  that  range  between  70  to  75  CNEL.  The  noise 
primarily  comes  from  aircraft  engines  as  they  taxi  and  take 
off  from  Runway  1L/19R  or  1R/19L.  According  to  the  State 
Noise  Control  Act,  new  residentail  structures  are  not 
permitted  in  areas  with  noise  levels  above  70  CNEL. 
Existing  residential  units  must  be  insulated. 

Noise  Abatement  Program 

The  City  of  Millbrae  is  currently  formulating  its  noise 
abatement  program.  The  City  has  targeted  areas  to  be  funded 
for  noise  insulation.  The  Bayside  Manor  area  located 
directly  across  U.S. Highway  101  in  the  vicinity  of  Aviador 
Avenue  has  been  identified  as  an  area  that  should  be 
insulated  against  excessive  aviation  noise.  Millbrae  is 
also  negotiating  with  the  City  of  San  Francisco  (SFIA's 
owner/operator)  on  supplemental  funding  under  the  Federal 
Aviation  REgulations,  Part  150  program. 

Circulation  Element 

No  major  new  transportation  facilities  or  road  construction 
are  recommended  in  the  Circulation  Element.  Besides 
encouraging  regional  mass  transit,  this  plan  pertains  only 
to  maintenance  of  existing  circulation  patterns. 

Safety  Element 

The  close  proximity  of  San  Francisco  International  Airport 
will  always  pose  a  degree  of  hazard  to  Millbrae  residents. 
The  present  runway  system  has  most  aircraft  normally  taking 
off  and  approaching  the  airport  over  the  Bay.  About  10 
percent  of  all  takeoffs  and  approaches  are  over  the 
Peninsula,  northwest  of  Millbrae.  The  only  significant 
hazard  to  Millbrae  arises  when  planes  occasionally  approach 
the  airport  from  the  northeast,  landing  on  one  of  two 
runways  perpendicular  to  the  Bayshore  Freeway. 

Opposite  these  runways,  a  six-acre  parcel  of  land  (between 
the  freeway  and  Aviador  Avenue)  has  been  placed  in  a  "clear 
zone"  to  restrict  development  and,  thus,  minimize  damage 
should  a  plane  overshoot  the  airport.  Millbrae  and  SFIA  are 
both  part  of  the  Multi-County  Mutual  Aid  Agreement. 
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CITY  OF  PACIFICA 


Community  Profile 

The  City  of  Pacifica  is  located  on  the  Pacific  Ocean  side  of 
San  Mateo  County  approximately  four  miles  south  of  San 
Francisco.  It  is  bordered  by  Daly  City  on  the  north;  San 
Bruno  and  South  San  Francisco  on  the  east;  unincorporated 
areas  of  San  Mateo  County  on  the  south;  and  the  Pacific 
Ocean  on  the  west.  Comprising  a  string  of  nine  communities 
along  the  Pacific  coastline,  the  City  of  Pacifica  was 
incorporated  in  1957.  Pacifica' s  incorporated  city  limited 
comprise  7,802  acres  (about  12  square  miles),  about  half  of 
which  have  been  developed.  Of  the  3,868  acres  of  developed 
land  within  the  city  limits,  almost  40  percent  is  in  single- 
family  residential  use.  Parks  and  public  areas  comprise  28 
percent  of  the  developed  land,  while  streets  and  other 
public  uses  constitute  about  25  percent. 

Slightly  more  than  half  of  Pacifica' s  total  acreage  is 
vacant  or  in  agricultural  use.  Of  the  3,934  acres  of 
underdeveloped  land,  almost  3,300  acres  are  within  the 
Hillside  preservation  district.  Although  some  of  this 
vacant  land  is  suitable  for  development,  a  majority  is  too 
steep  under  current  regulations  to  permit  development. 

The  population  of  Pacifica  in  1980  was  about  36,900,  and  the 
mean  household  income  was  $28,564. 

Land  Use/Noise  Compatibility 

Pacifica  is  situated  under  the  departure  patterns  of  Runways 
1R/19L,  1L/19R,  10L/28R  and  10R/28L.  According  to  the  noise 
data  submitted  by  SFIA  to  the  State  Division  of  Aeronautics, 
Pacifica  is  exposed  to  noise  levels  below  65  CNEL. 

Safety  Element 

Pacifica  is  part  of  the  Multi-County  Mutual  Aid  Agreement 
for  back-up  assistance  in  the  event  of  a  disaster. 

CITY  OF  SAN  MATEO 

Community  Profile 

The  City  of  San  Mateo  is  located  on  the  San  Francisco 
Peninsula,  approximately  12  miles  south  of  San  Francisco. 
It  is  bordered  by  San  Francisco  Bay  on  the  north;  Foster 
City  on  the  east;  Belraont  on  the  south;  and  Hillsborough  on 
the  west.  Perhaps  because  it  is  the  largest  city  within  the 
county,  San  Mateo  offers  a  unique  mix  of  residential, 
commercial  and  industrial  uses  within  its  borders  In 
addition  to  a  diverse  and  dynamic  population. 
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Incorporated  as  a  city  in  1894,  San  Mateo  grew  to  a 
population  of  82,000  by  1980.  The  mean  household  income  in 
1980  was  $30,000. 

Land  Use/Noise  Compatibility 

According  to  the  noise  monitoring  data  submitted  to  the 
State  Department  of  Aeronautics,  noise  exposure  in  San  Mateo 
Is  less  than  65  CNEL. 

Safety  Element 

The  San  Mateo  shoreline  area  is  located  almost  directly 
under  the  approach  path  to  Runway  28L  at  SFIA.  The 
shoreline  area  is  identified  in  the  General  Plan  as  the 
Shoreview  Planning  Area.  The  area  is  predominantly  single- 
family  residential  development. 

The  City  of  San  Mateo  is  part  of  the  Multi-County  Mutual  Aid 
Agreement.  The  City  is  also  involved  in  the  Automatic  Aid 
Program  among  the  cities  of  San  Mateo,  Belmont,  Burlingame, 
Hillsborough,  and  Foster  City. 


CITY  OF  SAN  BRUNO 
Community  Profile 

The  City  of  San  Bruno  occupies  approximately  5.87  square 
miles.  San  Bruno  is  an  almost  built-out  suburban 
residential  community,  surrounded  by  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  to  the  east;  the  City  of  South  San 
Francisco  to  the  north;  the  City  of  Millbrae  to  the  south; 
the  City  of  Pacifica  and  San  Francisco  Watershed  lands  to 
the  west.  Principal  regional  transportation  facilities 
serving  San  Bruno  are  U.S.  Highway  101,  1-280,  1-380,  state 
Highways  35  and  82,  Southern  Pacific  Railroad,  and  San 
Francisco  International  Airport. 

The  population  of  San  Bruno  was  35,800  with  a  mean  household 
income  of  $28,000  according  to  the  1980  U.S.  Census. 

Land  Use/Noise  Compatibility 

The  prevailing  noise  source  in  San  Bruno  is  from  aircraft 
departing  SFIA.  San  Bruno  is  directly  under  the  departure 
flight  path  of  Runways  10L/28R  and  10R/28L.  The  resulting 
noise  exposure  exceeds  State  standards  for  residentail  noise 
exposure  in  parts  of  San  Bruno. 

There  are  approximately  14,650  housing  units  in  San  Bruno. 
Approximately  96  percent  of  the  houses  was  subject  to  noise 
levels  of  60  dB  CNEL  or  greater.  Areas  outside  the  60dB 
contour  are  the  southwestern  and  western  portions  of  San 
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Bruno,  those  areas  furthest  from  the  airport.  Approximately 
one-quarter  of  the  total  units  are  subject  to  CNEL  in  excess 
of  65  dB  CNEL,  primarily  from  airport  noise.  These  units 
are  located  mainly  in  the  northwesterly  portion  of  the  City. 
Residents  in  this  area  are  also  subject  to  highway  noise 
levels  above  60  dB  CNEL. 

Noise  Abatement  Program 

The  City  of  San  Bruno  has  been  awarded  a  grant  by  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  for  the  purpose  of 
insulating/ retrofitting  houses,  under  the  Federal  Aviation 
Regulations,  Part  150  program.  The  FAA  will  pay  80  percent 
of  the  cost,  while  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  pays 
20  percent. 

The  units  covered  are  residential  structures  in  the  65,  70, 
and  75  CNEL  zone.  There  are  3,000  houses  in  this  area. 
This  first  phase  of  the  program  will  insulate  60  houses. 
Priority  will  be  given  to  units  in  the  70-75  CNEL  zone. 
These  are  structures  most  significantly  affected  by  aircraft 
noise.  The  criteria  for  selection  of  units  are:  houses 
must  be  owner-occupied,  single-family,  one-story,  peaked- 
roof,  and  typical  tract  houses.  Since  this  a  a  long-term 
project,  properties  not  selected  in  the  first  phase  will  be 
selected  in  subsequent  phases. 

Circulation  Element 

This  element  of  the  General  Plan  was  adopted  in  1975,  and 
updated  in  1984.  The  policies  in  the  Circulation  Element 
are  structured  to  establish  a  comprehensive  transportation 
system;  provide  efficient,  safe  and  pleasant  movement  in  San 
Bruno;  to  mitigate  environmental  impacts  of  vehicles; 
develop  an  adequate  local  transit  system;  and  to  provide 
transportation  services  for  all  San  Bruno  residents.  San 
Bruno  Avenue  is  the  only  arterial  in  the  City  that  is 
directly  connected  to  SFIA.  Congestion,  therefore,  occurs 
during  peak  commute  hours. 

No  major  new  facilities  are  recommended  in  the  Circulation 
Element.  Short  range,  mid  range  and  long  range  action 
programs  are  recommended  to  serve  existing  and  likely  future 
circulation  and  circulation-related  needs  of  San  Bruno 
residents.  The  action  programs  deal  with  improving  problem 
intersections,  ensuring  driver  and  pedestrian  safety,  public 
transportation,  mitigating  the  effects  of  work  trip  travel, 
providing  adequate  parking  ,  protecting  neighborhoods  from 
traffic  impacts,  continued  street  maintenance  and 
beautif ication,  coordinating  development  planning  with 
traffic  capacities,  and  coordination  with  regional  agencies. 

Automobile  dependency,  particularly  for  commuter  travel 
remains  a  major  traffic  problem.     Most  daily  trips  from  non- 
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reisideat  employees  originate  from  or  are  destined  to  job 
locations  located  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  City:  San 
Mateo  Avenue  Central  Business  District,  Bayhill,  Tanforan 
area  and  San  Francisco  International  Airport. 

These  trips  are  usually  made  on  San  Bruno  Avenue  via  U.S. 
101,  1-280,  and  El  Camino  Real  via  1-380.  Most  resident 
workers  leaving  the  City  use  these  same  routes  and  related 
intersections,  thus  complicating  peak  hour  congestion 
problems.  Traffic  counts  confirm  these  conclusions  on 
current  work  trip  travel  patterns.  Most  non-commute  trips 
in  the  San  Bruno  area  are  through-trips,  passing  through  the 
City  on  U.S.  101,  1-280  and  1-380. 

Employment  projections  for  San  Bruno  indicate  that  commuter 
traffic  will  continue  to  be  the  principal  circulation 
problem.  Traffic  projections  related  to  the  build  out  of 
available  land  for  commercial  use  (i.e.,  Bayhill  and 
Tanforan  vacant  lands)  indicate  that  traffic  volume  would 
increase,  particularly  at  the  intersection  of  San  Bruno 
Avenue  and  El  Caraino  Real  and  on  related  arterials. 

The  general  objectives  of  the  Plan  are  to:  1)  Work  with 
private  and  public  employers  in  San  Bruno  and  vicinity  to 
provide  employees  with  incentives  for  van  pooling  and  car 
pooling;  2)  Encourage  employers  to  institute  flex  time  work 
hours;  and  3)  Support  extension  of  BART  to  the  Airport. 

Safety  Element 

San  Brnuo  is  a  member  of  the  Multi-County  Mutual  Aid 
Agreement. 

CITY  OF  SOUTH  SAN  FRANCISCO 
Community  Profile 

The  City  of  South  San  Francisco,  with  a  1980  population  of 
50  ,000  persons,  is  located  on  the  Bay  side  of  the  San 
Francisco  Peninsula  approximately  two  miles  south  of  San 
Francisco.  With  an  incorporated  area  totaling  5,250  acres, 
it  is  bordered  by  San  Bruno  Mountain  on  the  north;  San 
Francisco  Bay  on  the  east;  San  Bruno  and  San  Francisco 
International  Airport  on  the  south;  and  Daly  City  and  Colma 
on  the  west.  Known  as  the  "Industrial  City,"  South  San 
Francisco  is  the  home  of  much  commerce  and  industry  as  well 
as  a  diversity  of  residential  neighborhoods. 

There  are  more  airport-related  structures  (cargo  facilities 
and  maintenance  buildings)  within  South  San  Francisco's  city 
limits  than  within  the  city  limits  of  any  other  city 
adjacent  to  SFIA.  For  planning  purposes,  the  South  San 
Francisco  portion  adjacent  to  SFIA  is  designated  as  the 
South  Airport  Boulevard  Planning  Area.     This  planning  area 
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includes  all  land  located  east  of  the  Bayshore  Freeway  (U.S. 
101)  between  San  Francisco  International  Airport  and  East 
Grand  Avenue. 

In  1980  there  were  17,585  households,  and  the  mean  household 
income  was  $26,850.  According  to  the  South  San  Francisco 
General  Plan,  which  was  adopted  in  1984,  the  City's 
population  is  expected  to  stabilize  at  about  55,000 
residents. 

Land  Use  Element 

The  Land  Use  Element  is  a  statement  of  the  City's  policies 
and  programs  for  the  future  use  of  land  within  South  San 
Francisco's  corporate  limits  and  sphere  of  influence.  Land 
areas  outside  of  the  city  limits  but  within  the  City's 
sphere  of  influence  as  adopted  by  the  Local  Agency  Formation 
Commission  (LAFCO)  are  also  included  for  purposes  of 
proposing  compatible  uses  in  the  event  of  future  annexations 
and  as  a  basis  for  cooperative  planning  with  other 
jurisdictions  (including  the  Airports  Commission). 

The  City  of  South  San  Francisco  has  embarked  on  several 
development  and  redevelopment  projects  in  the  area  generally 
located  east  of  Bayshore  Freeway  and  bounded  by  San 
Francisco  International  Airport  and  the  South  San 
Francisco/Brisbane  city  limits.  During  the  next  10  years, 
South  San  Francisco  is  planning  to  experience  dramatic 
increases  in  new  office,  commercial,  and  research  and 
development  centers.     These  will  include: 

1)  The  Gateway  Redevelopment  Project,  a  planned  mixed  use 
development  containing  2.6  million  square  feet  of 
office  and  research  building  space  and  two  major 
hotels.  The  proposed  mix  use  project  will  be  located 
between  the  Bayshore  Freeway,  East  Grand  Avenue, 
Oyster  Point  Boulevard,  and  Forbes  Boulevard. 

2)  The  proposed  Shearwater  Development  Project  is  located 
three  miles  north  of  San  Francisco  International 
Airport,  in  the  northeastern  corner  of  the  City  of 
South  San  Francisco,  east  of  the  Bayshore  Freeway 
(U.S.  101),  and  north  of  Oyster  Point  Boulevard.  The 
site  lies  between  the  southeastern  base  of  San  Bruno 
Mountain  and  San  Francisco  Bay.  The  site,  formerly 
the  United  States  Steel  pipe  and  steel  fabrication 
plant,  comprises  approximately  55  acres  of  dry  land 
and  118  acres  of  water-covered  land. 

The  project  is  a  master-planned  mixed  use  community 
consisting  of  a  100,000  gross  square  foot  (gsf) 
conference  center  and  acquarium,  a  750-room  first 
class  hotel,  a  15,000  gsf  theater,  536  marina  berths, 
1  ,310,875  gsf  of  offices,  196,600  gsf  of  retail  space 
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and  restaurants,  and  300  residentail  units.  The 
design  envisions  a  strong  water-related  orientation 
intended  as  a  focal  point  of  public  activities.  The 
project  is  seen  as  an  intergral  part  of  the  Pacific 
International  Business  Center,  consisting  of  a  number 
of  commercial  projects  east  of  Highway  101  and  west  of 
the  South  San  Francisco  waterfront.  However,  this 
project  must  go  through  another  EIR  process  to 
ascertain  whether  the  residential  portion  of  this 
project  is  an  acceptable  and  compatible  land  use  with 
adjacent  Airport  operations. 

3)  In  addition  to  new  building  construction  in  the 
Gateway  Development  Project,  this  area  will  experience 
major  growth  at  three  locations.  These  include  the 
Sierra  Point  site  in  Brisbane,  which  is  planned  to 
contain  intensive  office  uses,  the  Oyster  Point  Marina 
site,  which  is  planned  to  contain  commercial  uses,  and 
the  Oyster  Point  Business  Park  site  located  northwest 
of  the  Marina,  which  is  planned  to  contain 
approximately  450,000  square  feet  of  office  space, 
313,000  square  feet  of  warehouse/ of f i c e  building 
space,  and  a  224-berth  marina.  The  Oyster  Point 
Marina  is  planned  to  contain  a  275-berth  marina, 
20,000  square  feet  of  office  space,  and  a  10,000 
square  foot  restaurant. 

4)  The  proposed  Terrabay  Development  Project  is  a  mixed 
use  residential  and  commercial  development  on  the 
lower  southeastern  slopes  of  San  Bruno  Mountain.  The 
project  area  is  currently  unincorporated,  however, 
annexation  to  the  City  of  South  San  Francisco  will 
occur  in  conjunction  with  the  project  approval 
process. 

The  residential  portion  of  the  Terrabay  Project  will 
consist  of  745  dwelling  units,  and  the  commercial 
portion  to  be  located  along  Airport  Boulevard  will 
consist  of  offices,  hotels,  restaurants,  and  a  trade 
center. 

Noise  Abatement  Program 

The  City  of  South  San  Francisco  is  situated  immediately 
under  the  approach  and  departure  patterns  of  SFIA's  Runways 
10L/28R  and  10R/28L.  The  resulting  noise  exposure  requires 
improvement  because  it  is  disruptive  to  normal  livng.  Noise 
levels  from  single  events  in  some  areas  exceed  65  CNEL  many 
times  each  day. 

The  City  of  South  San  Francisco  has  embarked  on  a  project 
that  will  ultimately  reduce  exposure  to  aircraft  noise  in 
those  areas  affected  by  the  65+  CNEL.  This  project  was 
planned    to  insulate/retrofit  homes  and  schools  against 
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excessive  aircraft-generated  noise  intrusion.  Funding  was 
provided  by  an  80  percent  Federal  grant  and  a  20  percent 
local  match  from  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  the 
owne  r /operator  of  San  Francisco  International  Airport. 
Owners  of  impacted  properties  treated  by  the  project  were 
mainly  families  of  modest  means,  many  of  whom  were  on  fixed 
incomes  and  thus  unable  to  pay  for  the  insulation 
themselves.  While  relieved  of  financial  participation 
requirements,  voluntary  project  participants  were,  however, 
required  to  grant  to  SFIA  an  easement  allowing  for  the 
imposition  of  noise  under  specified  conditions  and  within 
defined  limits. 

The  goal  of  the  Noise  Abatement  Program  was  to  obtain  an 
indoor  CNEL  of  45  dB  or  lower.  45  dB  CNEL  is  the  level 
specified  in  Title  25  of  the  California  Administrative  Code 
for  habitable  areas  in  new  construction  and  was  the  level 
specified  in  the  Airport  Joint  Land  Use  Study  for  its  Noise 
Insulation/Aviation  Easement  Program. 

The  structures  in  the  area  of  this  project  are  in  the  zones 
of  65  and  70  CNEL.  Approximately  2,500  homes  in  South  San 
Francisco  are  located  in  the  65  dB  CNEL  zone  with  another  56 
homes  located  in  the  70  dB  CNEL  zone.  The  exterior  noise 
exposure  in  these  zones  results  in  indoor  noise  levels 
deemed  unacceptable  for  residential  purposes  by  State  of 
California  standards. 

The  pilot  project  (Phase  I),  which  has  just  been  completed, 
was  designed  to  provide  knowledge  and  practical  experience 
in  administration,  a r c h i t e c t u r e / e ng i ne e r ing  and 
construction.  Phase  I  provided  the  experience  needed  for 
successful,  cost-effective  insulation  and  retrofitting  of  as 
many  more  homes  in  Phase  II  as  the  remaining  funds  from  this 
initial  grant  will  permit.  Phase  I  also  provided  the 
evidence  of  success  necessary  for  serious  considertin  of 
future  graat  applications  that  might  allow  similar  treatment 
of  all  remaining  impacted  homes  within  South  San  Francisco. 
This  will  pave  the  way  for  over  2,500  impacted  homes  to 
become  compatible  with  operations  at  San  Francisco 
International  Airport,  thereby  offering  the  possibility  of  a 
higher  quality  of  daily  life  for  over  6,000  residents  while 
offering  a  measure  of  protection  to  SFIA,  which  is 
undeniably  an  important  link  in  the  United  States' 
trnsportation  system  and  an  important  factor  in  the  economic 
life  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area. 

Phase  I  resulted  in  the  retrofitting  of  two  elementary 
schools  and  twelve  single-family,  detached  dwellings, 
representiative  of  the  types  of  structures  found  in  the 
impacted  area.  Noise  measurements  were  taken  indoors  and 
outdoors,  before  and  after  construction.  Plans  were  adapted 
to  each  individual  unit  and  attenuation  measures  were 
selected  on  the  basis  of  maximum  interior   noise  level 
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reductions  possible,  balanced  by  the  cost  effectiveness  of 
each  technique. 

Transportation  Element 

Major  street  and  highway  improvements  have  been  undertaken 
with  the  construction  of  the  first  building  phase  of  the 
Gateway  Project.  A  major  railroad  grade  separation  project 
and  new  highway  interchange  at  Oyster  Point  Boulevard  and 
Highway  101  are  scheduled  for  construction  starting  in  1991. 

In  order  to  improve  transit  between  the  proposed  Gateway 
Redevelopment  Project  and  the  airport,  the  Gateway  Boulevard 
extension  has  been  constructed.  The  extension  will  provide 
additional  north-south  arterial  thoroughfare  between  the 
Gateway  Project,  South  Airport  Boulevard,  and  the  airport. 
This  extension  contains  four  travel  lanes  and  a  median 
divider.  Caltrans  has  also  completed  improvements, 
including  extension  of  1-380  east  of  Highway  101  to  airport 
properties. 

Major  traffic  impacts  would  be  created  as  a  reult  of  the 
development  projects  which  are  planned  to  be  constructed  in 
the  next  ten  years.  The  transportation  element  of  the 
City's  General  Plan  advocates  transportation  system 
management  as  a  method  to  mitigate  traffic  problems. 
Transportation  management  plans  should  be  required  in 
connection  with  high  employment  and  high  traffic-generating 
uses. 

Safety  Element 

The  City  of  South  San  Francisco  and  SFIA  are  members  of  the 
Multi-County  Mutual  Aid  Agreement. 

Detail  Review  Of  Environs  Cities'  General  Plans 

The  Environmental  Impact  Report  on  the  proposed  SFIA  Master 
Plan  will  provide  a  detailed  description  of  the  General  Plan 
of  all  the  environs  cities.  The  EIR  will  review  the 
following  elements  of  each  community's  General  Plan:  noise 
element,  housing  elements,  land  use  element,  and  circulation 
element.  All  areas  in  San  Mateo  County  within  the  1987  65- 
85  CNEL  contours  and  considered  airport-influenced  will  be 
classified  as  Airport  Environs  Areas.  Cities  to  be  covered 
in  the  EIR  are  Brisbane,  Daly  City,  Colraa,  South  San 
Francisco,  Pacifica,  San  Bruno,  Millbrae,  Burlingame,  San 
Mateo,  Foster  City  and  Hillsborough. 
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Role  of  Regional  Airport  Plan 


Many  issues  concerning  air  transportation  and  airport  expansion 
are  regional  in  nature.  The  Association  of  Bay  Area 
Governments  (ABAC)  and  the  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Commission  (MTC)  have  prepared  a  plan  to  guide  future  aviation 
growth  in  the  nine-county  San  Francisco  Bay  Area. 

The  goals  of  the  Regional  Airport  Plan  (RAP)  are  to  plan  and 
coordinate  the  development  of  a  safe,  convenient,  and 
environmentally  acceptable  system  of  airports  in  the  Bay  Area 
that  satisfies  a  range  of  regional  and  community  needs.  The 
RAP  would  serve  MTC  and  ABAC  as  a  guide  in  their  review  of 
airport  plans  and  development  proposals. 

According  to  the  RAP,  the  planning  and  development  of  the 
regional  airport  system  shall  be  an  integral  part  of  the 
regional  transportation  system  and  shall  be  coordinated  with 
Federal,  State,  regional  and  local  levels  of  government.  To 
the  extent  possible,  the  planning  process  shall  identify  and 
help  resolve  conflicts  between  various  jurisdictions,  plans, 
and  policies.  Development  of  additional  airport  system 
capacity  at  Bay  Area  airports  shall  be  consistent  with  the 
recommendations  in  the  RAP. 

The  1980  RAP  estimates  that  airport  facilities  in  the  Bay  Area 
will  be  required  to  handle  37  to  43  million  annual  passengers 
by  1987  and  45  to  56  million  annual  passengers  by  1997.  Air 
cargo  volumes  will  grow  to  790  to  838  thousand  tons  by  1987  and 
1,284  to  1,784  thousand  tons  by  1997.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  the  1997  forecast  allocation  of  passengers  to  SFIA  will  be 
reached  in  1989  by  SFIA. 

SFIA  will  continue  in  its  role  as  the  major  supplier  of  airline 
service  for  the  region.  Most  air  cargo  and  international 
flights  will  remain  at  SFIA,  as  will  the  region's  connecting 
passenger  traffic.  The  RAP  allocates  24  to  27  million  annual 
passengers  to  SFIA  by  1987  ,  and  27  to  31  million  annual 
passengers  by  1997.  According  to  the  RAP,  the  policy  limit  of 
31  million  annual  passengers  is  retained  because  of  the  need  to 
control  and  abate  airport  noise,  because  of  deficiencies  in 
airport  landside  capacity  and  because  of  the  need  to  better 
utilize  airport  and  airspace  capacity  in  the  Bay  Area. 
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MTC/ABAG  RECOMMENDED  REGIONAL  TRAFFIC  ALLOCATIONS 


AIRPORT 

MAP 

(I) 

AIR 

CARGO  (9) 

1987 

1997 

1987 

1997 

San  Francisco 

24-27 

27-31 

717-756 

1,137-1,524 

Oakland 

7-8 

10-13 

40-43 

87-150 

San  Jose 

6-7 

8-10 

33-36 

60-105 

Source:     "Regional  Airport  Plan,"  MTC/ABAG,  1980 

1  Million  annual  passengers  are  on  and  off  passengers  including 
connecting  passengers  but  excluding  "through"  passengers 

2  Air  Cargo  tons  in  thousands. 
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Chapter  Page 


Addendum  (continued) 


A.l  First  paragraph  under  Energy  Resources  -  the  Hetch  Hetchy  system 
provides  electricity  to  SFIA  and  pays  a  transmission  fee  to 
Pacific  Gas  and  Electic  Company  (PG&E). 

6.2  Paragraph  one  under  FAA  Development  Criteria,  last  sentence  should 
read:  Figure  6.3  illustrates  the  FAR  Part  77  regulation  for 
structural  height  limits  at  SFIA.     Delete  paragraph  three. 

6.7,6.8  Table  6.3  Existing  Facility  Data  under  Airport  Support 
Maintenance  Auto  Parking  change  160  to  120.  Under  Airport  Support 
Utilities  delete  WATER  QUALITY  CONTROL.  Under  Passengers  Terminal 
Sq.  Ft.  add  2.5M  (million). 

6.18  Section  6.5,  Paragraph  seven  under  Freeway  Improvements  should 
read:   (the  California  Dept.  of  Transportation). 

6.19  Internal  Clculatlon  -  1st  item  under  budgeted  and  designed  traffic 
Improvements  should  read: 

Add  one  lane  to  the  south  bound  direction  of  traffic  on  the  R-3 
road  from  the  San  Bruno  Avenue  Interchange  to  the  U.A.L.  service 
center. 

6.27  Table  6.7  -  Clarification  of  Greyhound  Frequency 

A  -  Arrival 
D  -  Departure 

6.28  Section  6.6  Utility  Systems  Sanitary  Sewage  Collection  and 
Treatment  2nd  paragraph  2nd  sentence  should  read: 

The  remaining  fluids  are  aeroblcally  treated,  sanitized  and 
transported. . .Plant. 

6.35  Section  6.6,  Aviation  Fuel  Supply  and  Distribution-change  Atlantic 
Richfield  to  PST. 


6  6.35    Section  6.7,  Storm  Drainage  third  paragraph  last   line  -  change 

pumping  station  #3  to  pumping  station  #1. 

11  Add  Glossary  of  Acronyms: 

ALUC  -  Airport  Land  Use  Committee 

ALUP  -  Airport  Land  Use  Plan 

BCDC  -  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission 

CEQA  -  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 

CNEL  -  Community  Noise  Equivalent  Level 

EIR  -  Environmental  Impact  Report 

FAR  -  Federal  Aviation  Regulations 

IFR  -  Instrument  Flight  Rules 

ILS  -  Instrument  Landing  Systems 
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LAFCO  -  Local  Agency  Formation  Commission 

MTC      -  Metropolitan  Transportation  Commission 

RFC      -  Regional  Planning  Committee 

SID      -  Standard  Instrument  Departure 

TERPS  -  Terminal  and  Enroute  Procedure  Stadards 

USFWS  -  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

VFR      -  Visual  Flight  Rules 
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AIRCRAR  NOISE/LAND  USE  COMPATIBILITY  STANDARDS 
FOR  SAN  FRANCISCO  INTERNATIONAL 
 ^IRWT  f>LAN  fm 


LAND  USE  CNEL  RANGE  GENERAL  UND  USE  CRITERIA 


Satisfactory,  with  little  noise  impact  and 
requiring  no  special  noise  insulation  require- 
ments for  new  construction. 

New  construction  or  development  should  be 
undertaken  only  after  an  analysis  of  noise 
reduction  requirements  is  made  and  needed 
noise  Insulation  features  included  in  the 
design. 

New  construction  or  development  should  not 
be  undertaken. 


Eesidentii]  , 
Single  family 
Hulti -family 
Mobile  homes 
Schools 
Libraries 
Churches 
Hospitals 
Nursing  homes 
Auditoriums 


.less  than  65 
65  to  70 

greater  than 
70 


Commercial 
Retail 

Restaurants 
Office  Bldgs. 
Hotels-Motels 
Movie  theaters 
Sports  arenas 
Playgrounds 
Cemeteries 
Golf  courses 


less  than  70 
70  to  80 


greater  than 
80 


Satisfactory,  with  little  noise  impact  and 
requiring  no  special  noise  insulation  require- 
ments for  new  construction. 

New  construction  or  development  should  be 
undertaken  only  after  an  analysis  of  noise 
reduction  requirements  is  made  and  needed 
noise  insulation  features  included  in  the 
design. 

New  construction  or  development  should  not  be 
undertaken  unless  related  to  airport  activi- 
ties or  services.   Conventional  construction 
will  generally  be  inadequate  and  special 
noise  insulation  features  should  be  included 
in  construction. 


Industrial 

Manufacturing 

Transportation 

Comnunications 

Utilities 


less  than  75 


75  to  85 


greater  than 
85 


Satisfactory,  with  little  noise  impact  and 
requiring  no  special  noise  insulation  require- 
ments for  new  construction. 

New  construction  or  development  should  be 
undertaken  only  after  an  analysis  of  noise 
reduction  requirements  is  made  and  needed 
noise  insulation  features  included  in  the 
design. 

New  construction  or  development  should  not 
be  undertaken  unless  related  to  airport 
activities  or  services.    Conventional  con- 
struction will  generally  be  inadequate  and 
special  noise  insulation  features  should  be 
included  in  construction. 


Open 

Agriculture 

Mining 

Fishing 


less  than  75 


greater  than 
75 


Satisfactory,  with  little  noise  impact  and 
requiring  no  special  noise  Insulation  require- 
ments for  new  construction. 

Land  uses  involving  concentrations  of  people 
(spectator  sports  and  some  recreational 
facilities)  or  of  animals  (livestock  fanning 
and  animal  breeding)  should  generally  be 
avoided. 
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B.     GRAPHIC  ADDENDUM 
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Airport  Environs  Area 


Fig.  3.1 


Aircraft-Generated  Noise  Contour  Fig.  4.1 
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